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OKLAHOMA
Robert D. Farish, Konawa,
PENNSYLVANIA

EKenneth C. Hilliard, Mount Bethel.
SOUTH CAROLINA

Pearl J. Sauls, Cades.
Sarah L. Bussey, Modoc.
Horace T. Fanning, Springfield.

WEST VIRGINIA
Virginia O. Pomeroy, Eopperston.
WISCONSIN
Charles W, Lee, High Bridge,

SENATE

Tuespay, Aprir 30, 1946

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March 5,
1946)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Dr. C. Leslie Glenn, rector, St. John's
Church, Washington, D, C., offered the
following prayer: .

Almighty God, who hast created man
in Thine own image, grant us grace fear-
lessly to contend against evil and to
make no peace with oppression; and,
that we may reverently use our freedom,
help us to employ it in the maintenance
of justice among men and nations, to the
glory of Thy name. Through Christ our
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Harce, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the cal-
endar day Monday, April 29, 1946, was
dispensed with, and the Journal was
approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HATCH. 1 suggest the absence
of a quorum,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names;

The

Alken Hatch Myers

. Austin Hawkes O'Daniel
Ball Hayden O'Mahoney
Bankhead Hickenlooper Pepper
Barkley Hil Radcliffe
Brewster Hoey Reed
Bridges Huffman Revercomb
Briggs Johnson, Colo. Robertson
Brooks Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Buck Kilgore Saltonstall
Bushield Knowland Shipstead
Butler La Follette Smith
Byrd Langer Stanfill
Capehart Lucas Stewart
Capper McCarran Taflt
Carville McClellan Taylor
Cordon McFarland Thomas, Okla.
Donnell McKellar Thomas, Utah
Downey McMahon Tunnell
Eastland Magnuson Tydings
Ellender Maybank Wagner
Ferguson Mead Walsh
Fulbright Millikin Wheeler
Gerry Mitchell Wherry
Green Moore Wiley
Guffey Morse Wilson
Gurney Murdock Young
Hart Murray

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr, BAILEY]
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr,
Guass] are absent because of illness,
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The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Bireol, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorGel, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Gosserr], and the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. OvErRTON] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr, An-
DREWS] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHAvEZ] is detained on public business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
NALLY] is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] is absent
on official business, attending the Paris
meeting of the Council of Foreign Min-
isters as an adviser to the Secretary of
State.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. ToBEY] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Wirris] is necessarily absent.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

Eighty-three Senators have answered to
their names. A quorum is present.

ATRPORT DEVELOFMENT—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr, McCARRAN. Mr. President, some
time ago an order was made by unani-
mous consent that the conference report
on Senate bill 2, known as the airport
bill, should be taken up today at 12
o'clock. Some days ago an invitation
was extended by representatives of the
Air Corps to a number of Senators re-
questing that they attend a luncheon
today at 12:30 o'clock. I therefore ask
unanimous consent that the considera-
tion of the conference report may go
over until 2 o’clock today, the report to
be voted on by the Senate on or before
4 o'clock today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF
NADINEG LANE ‘GALLAGHER TO BE ASSO-
CIATE JUDGE, MUNICIPAL COURT FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and in accordance with the rules
of the committee, I desire to give notice
that a public hearing has been scheduled
for Tuesday, May 17, 1946, at 10:30 a. m.,
in the Senate Judiciary Committee room,
upon the nomination of Nadine Lane
Gallagher, of the District of Columbia,
to be an associate judge of the municipal
court for the District of Columbia, vice
Hon. Brice Clagett, elevated. At the in-
dicated time and place, all persons inter-
ested in the nomination may make such
representations as may be pertinent.
The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCARRAN],
chairman, the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Eastranp], and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr, WiLEY].

REPORT ON DISPOSAL OF TUNITED
STATES SURPLUS PROPERTY IN FOR-
EIGN AREAS
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-

fore the Senate & letter from the Secre=~
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tary of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the first report of the Department
of State on the disposal of United States
surplus property in foreign areas (with
an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

PETITION

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a telegram in the nature
of a petition from the Pioneer Woman'’s
Club, of Lakewood, N. J., praying for the
enactment of legislation to continue the
Office of Price Administration; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee on
Military Affairs:

5.2061. A bill to provide for sundry mat-
ters affecting the armed forces, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1265).

By Mr. TUNNELL, from the Committee on
Education and Labor:

H.R. 4437, A bill to provide for the return
of public employment offices to State opera-
tion, to amend the act of Congress approved
June 6, 1933, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. No. 1266).

By Mr. SMITH, from the Committee on
Military Affairs:

H.R.3959. A bill to provide for the burial
in the Memorial Amphitheater of the Na-
tional Cemetery at Arlington, Va., of the re-
mains of an unknown American who lost
his life while serving overseas in the armed
forces of the United States during the Second
World War; without amendment (Rept. No.
1267).

POSTWAR CIVILIAN PERSONNEL REPORT
OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON REDUCTION
OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL EXPENDI-
TURES (8. DOC. NO. 177)

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a report on
postwar civilian personnel in the Fed-
eral Government submitted to Congress
today by the Joint Committee on Reduc-
tion of Nonessential Federal Expendi-
tures discloses that in the first 5 months
following VJ-day there was a net in-
crease of 86,822 in personnel employed by
old-line agencies inside the United States
exclusive of War and Navy Departments.
Major reductions, of course, were re-
perted by the War and Navy Depart-
ments, but a great part of their reduc-
tions were effected among industrial em-
ployees, no longer needed in the war ef-
fort, who were employed in arsenals,
shipyards, and munition plants inside the
United States or working on construction
of airfields and roads abroad.

In August 1945, the all-time peak in
Federal employment, there were 3,649,-
769 Federal workers both inside and out-
side the United States. As of January
31, this over-all fotal decreased to
2,893,670, a reduction of 756,099. In-
cluded in this reduction were 298,003 ci-
vilian employees of the War Department
stationed outside the United States and
313,367 inside the United States. Also
included in this reduction were 134,348
Navy Department employees.

It is obvious, therefore, that in large
measure reduction in employment in the
Federal Government since VJ-day has
been confined to employees engaged in
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war production work. This becomes ap-
parent from a comparison of employ-
ment in the rest of the Federal Govern-
ment during the 5 months following VJ-
day. The old-line departments and
agencies, excluding the War and Navy
Departments, have increased 86,822 em-
ployees since VJ-day, much of this in-
crease being caused by transfers from
war agencies. A monthly analysis of this
86,822 increase discloses that the old-line
agencies increased 28,677 during Septem-
ber, 12,377 in October, 19,166 in Novem-
ber, 1,033 in December, and 34,569 in
January. This is exclusive of 53,277 Post
Office workers, previously employed but
not reported. These monthly increases
in permanent-establishment personnel
should be noted in comparison with
monthly decreases effected in the
emergency war agencies where, exclusive
of the War and Navy Departments, re-
ductions totaled 66,944 in September, 15,-
631 in October, 5,998 in November, 4,429
in December, and 4,201 in January.

That these increases are taking place
under adjusted ceilings established by
the Bureau of the Budget is evident from
a comparison of ceiling determinations
for the months of July, August, and Sep-
tember, 1945, with allowances for the
months of October, November, and De-
cember, 1945. The agencies were al-
lowed a total of 1,810,567 employees in
the United States, exclusive of approxi-
mately 900,000 wage board personnel
for the first quarter of the current fiscal
year which began before the war ended.
Allowances for the second guarter, which
began after the war ended, totaled
1,856,828, a net increase of 46,261 civilian
jobs in the United States exclusive of
wage board employees. A reduction of
53,466 was prescribed for the War and
Navy Departments, and the emergency
war agencies were ordered to release
59,955 employees, but the old-line agen-
cies were allowed an increase of 159,682
employees.

Thus the conclusion is inescapable
that rapid reductions in personnel both
continental and abroad must be made
immediately for efficient and econom-
ical government. In December 1939, ex-
cluding emergency relief employment,
Federal personnel stood at 928,836. Al-
though certainly some additional per-
sonnel are required over the 1939 total
to deal with problems of the war's after-
math, surely the present figure can and
must be reduced speedily. With this in
mind the Joint Committee on Reduc-
tion of Nonessential Federal Expendi-
tures makes the following recommenda-
tions:

First. The committee recommends
that the Congress fix by law an over-all
ceiling on civilian personnel in the exec-
utive branch of the Government, both
inside and outside continental United
States, and that this ceiling should be
graduated downward so that between
July 1, 1946, and June 30, 1947, total per-
sonnel would be reduced to a maximum of
1,650,000 employees, or approximately
175 percent of the total as of December
31, 1939, provided that if the President
at any time should determine a larger
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number to be essential te the public in-
terest, such determination and the rea-
sons therefor shall be promptly trans-
mitted by him to the Congress along
with estimates of additional appropria-
tions which would be necessary thereby.

Second. The committee recommends
that the President proceed expeditiously
with the liqguidation of war-emergency
agencies and reorganization of other ex-
ecutive sgencies through Executive or-
ders and reorganization plans having
among their other principal objectives
reduction of the over-all civilian person-
nel requirement of the executive branch
to a peacetime level not exceeding ap-
proximately 175 percent of that recorded
as of December 31, 1939.

Third. The committee recommends
that Congress fix by law standards of
personnel reporting and publication, in-
cluding nomenclature and definitions
and methods and procedures.

Mr. President, I have here a summary
of this report. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have it printed in the body of the
Recorp, and I wish to have the whole
report printed as a Senate document.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The summary of the report submitted
by Mr. Bygp is as follows:

APRIL 30
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL
EXPENDITURES

PART 1. SUMMARY

Federal employment invariably has been
a major factor in the investigations under-
taken by the Joint Committee on Reduction
of Nonessential Federal Ezpenditures during
the 5 years of its work. Because of this and
in view of its requirements and its experience
with inadequate personnel information, the
committee inaugurated its own continuing
examination of civilian employment in the
executive branch of the Gevernment.

As of 6 months after VJ-day there had been
ample opportunity for the Government to
facilitate its own reconversion to peacetime
dimensions. Consequently the committee
submits to the Congress and the President
this report of its findings on the postwar
civilian employment record of the executive
branch, based on an analysis of data com-
piled through January 31, 1846.

COMPARISON OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, 1932, 1939,
AND 1945

In August 1945, when the Pacific war ended,
civilian personnel employed by the executive
branch, inside and outside of the United
Btates, stood at its all-time maximum of
3,649,769, or nearly four times the 19288 pre-
emergency requirement of 028886, exclusive
of 57,918 emergency-relief employees.

An analysis of the increase hetween August
1945 and December 1938 and a comparison
with figures for December 1932 follow in
table A:

TABLE A—Summary of increase in personnel since 1932

Increase in employ-
December | Decemb A t -
i ecember UZUS!
Agencies 1932 1930 1045
1845 over | 1945 over
1932 1630
Old-line establish ts S 467, 650 706, 700 957, 683 460, 033 250, 983
Emergency war B o St o R, 159, 773 159, 655 159,773
War Department, inside the United States._........ 49,101 123,273 | 1,077,179 | 1,028,078 953, 906
Mavy Department_ - i 46, 936 U8, 863 721, 342 674, 406 622, 479
War Department inside United States and
total Navy Department. -« oo ovomee e 66, 037 222,186 | 1,708,521 | 1,702 484 1,576, 385
Total, exclusive of War Department outside
the United Btatea_ .. ___.o.. . . ... Giid, 805 928,836 | 2,915,977 | 2,352 172 1, 987, 141
War Department, outside the United States.....____| (O] Q] 738,792 733, 792 733,792
Entire Government. 563,805 | 2028 836 | 3,649,769 | 3,085, 964 2,720, 933

1 Figures not available. y
3 Excludes 57,918 emergency relief employees.
3 As of June 30, 145,

The total increase of 2,720,933 in employ-
ment since December 1939, as shown in the
preceding table, is compesed of an increase
of 250,983 in the old-line establishments,
practically all of which was justified on the
basis of war emergency activities; an in-
crease of 159,773 in the emergency war agen-
cies, none of which was in existence in 1939;
and an increase of 2,310,177 in the War and
Navy Departments (including the 733,792
employees reported as stationed outside the
United States), of which a vast majority
were industrial employees.

TWO MILLION REDUCTION AND PAY-ROLL FIGURES

If the executive branch personnel were
reduced 2,000,000 under the VJ-day peak,
some 1,649,769 employees would remain on
the pay roll. This would be approximately
75 percent in excess of the December 1839
preemergency total employment of 028,836
and would allow more than 700,000 employ-
ees for normal expansion requirements and
necessary war clean-up. F

Although numerous other factors would
enter in any calculation of savings in pay-
roll costs which would result from a 2,000,-
000 reduction in the PFederal force, Bureau

of Labor Statistics records show the execu-
tive branch pay roll for 18939 totaled 81,635,-
512,000 and that for 1945 it totaled §7,262,~
911,000, exclusive of compensation paid em-
ployees outside the United States and those
of certain Government corporations. Such
a personzel reduction would cut the Federal
pay roll approximately in half.

PERSONNEL, AUGUST 1945 TO JANUARY 1946

Reductions to any peacetime civilian per-
sonnel level during the first 5 months after
VJ-day could not be criticized as having
been too precipitous since the net reduction
in the executive branch, exclusive of War
and Navy Departments, amounted to less
than 2 percent, or about 10,000. Although
the emergency war agencies show a redue-
tion of 97,203, the old-line establishments
increased 88,822, Most of this increased per-
sonnel in the permanent agencies was oc-
casioned by the transfer eof functions from
scattered war agencies which had been or-
dered transferred or liguidated. -

Among the 745718 reduction in civilian
personnel reported for the same period by
the War and Navy Departments, 298,003, or
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almost 40 percent, were found to have been
employed abroad by the War Department on
such projects as air fields, roads, etc.
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An analysis of the 756,099 postwar de-
crease in Federal executive personnel fol-
lows in table B:

TasLE B.—Summary of employment trend since August 1945

} Employment
Inecrease(+)
and

August | January |decrease(—)

1945 1946
Old-line establishments. e €567, 683 | 1,044, £05 4-£6, 822
Emergency war agencies = 159,773 62, 570 17, 208
War Department, inside the United States. .. cceereeeeeecmccneeea- 1,077,179 763, 812 —313, 367
Navy Dopartment.. e eceninnnaramara- = 721, 342 86, 594 —134, 348
War Department inside United States and total Navy Department.....| 1,798, 521 | 1,350, 506 —447, 715
Total, exclusive of War Department outside the United States. ... 2,915,977 | 2,457, 881 —458, 096
War Department, outside the United States. . 1733, 2 435, 789 —208, 003
Entire Gover t. 2,640,760 | 2,863,670 | =756, 099

1 As of June 80, 1945,
2 As of Dec. 31, 1945,

! Exeludes 53,277 Post Office employees previously employed but not previously reported.

PERSONNEL REPORTING DEFICIENCIES

For comparison with the August 1945
totals, it is necessary in the preceding table
to adjust the January old-line agency figure
because 53,277 previously employed but un-
reported third-class Post Office Department
employees appeared on 'their report for Sep-
tember. This is one example of numerous
deficiencies found thus far by the committee
in executive agency personnel reporting and
reporting practices, some of which materi-
ally alter totals.

The committee has worked diligently in
an effort to dispel the confusion which is
necessarily created by inadequate reporting,

EMPLOYMENT OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

Inadequacy has been a characteristic of the
reporting on employment outside of the
United States, and on industrial employees
who have constituted a large proportion of
the reductions to date,

Because of the fact that in the past the
War Department has been permitted to report
on a quarterly basis, it is difficult to present
a 6-month comparison of employees cutside
the United States for all departments. War
Department reductions in civilian employees
from June 30 to December 31, 1845, total
208,003. With respect to the other depart-
ments, which report monthly, there has been
an increase of 899 employees abroad since the
end of the war through January.

As of January 1946 there were 1,224,325 in-
dustrial employees in the executive branch,
and 424,314 of these were among War Depart-
ment personnel outside the country. Be-
tween November and January the total figure
was reduced 183,487, and more than 173,000
of this reduction were among War Depart-
ment industrial employees outside the United
States.

AGENCY TERMINATIONS AND FPERSONNEL
TRANSFERS

Next to civilian personnel retrenchment in
the War and Navy Departments it might have
been expected that substantial reductions
would have resulted since VJ-day because of
the termination of war-emergency agencies,
and a cursory review of reports may indicate
that liquidations for such agencies through
January 31 eliminated employment for 87,203
employees. However, Investigation reveals
that by the nature of the liquidations or-
dered for most of these temporary agencies,
many of their units and functions have been
transferred to more permanent agencies
whose pay rolls have been increased corre-
spondingly by at least 67,881 employees.

Thus, while it appears that a reduction of
97,203 war emergency agency employees re-
sulted from liquidations to January 31, the
net reduction was about 30,000, or 20 percent
of the August employment of 159,773. The

situation becomes clearer when it is realized
that while orders for liquidation in varying
degrees were issued on 15 war units since
August 1945, only one, the Office of Censor-
ship, has been terminated beyond vestige of
any remains.
NET INCREASE IN OLD-LINE AGENCIES

While reductions in War and Navy Depart-
ments and emergency war agencies were be-
ing accomplished as described, it is remark-
able that during the same period a net actual
increase of 86,822 was recorded in the total
number of employees accredited to the old-
line, peacetime group of agencies, and it is
significant that 75 percent of the increase is
represented in the 67,881 new jobs required
to absorb units and functions transferred
from temporary war agencies in liquidation.

PERSONNEL CEILINGS

An instrument which could be used effec-
tively for paring personnel in the executive
branch to peacetime levels was provided by
the Congress when it enacted Public Law 106,
Seventy-ninth Congress, directing the Bureau
of the Budget to determine gquarterly ceilings

on personnel employed in the United States -

by the respective agencies. The declared
purpose of the law was, in the interest of
economy and efficiency, to effectuate the ter-
mination of services of all personnel not re=-
guired for the proper and efficient perform-
ance of the functions of the respective agen-
cies,

The effectiveness with which the law has
been applied may be judged on the basis of
allowances authorized in the two quarterly
determinations made during the fiscal year
1946. The agencies were allowed a total of
1,810,667 employees in the United States, ex-
clusive of wage-board personnel for the first
quarter of the current fiscal year which be-
gan before the war ended. Allowances for
the second quarter, which began after the
war ended, totaled 1,856,828, a net increase of
46,261 civilian jobs in the United States, ex-
clusive of wage-board employees. A reduc-
tion of 53,466 was prescribed for the War and
Navy Departments, and the emergency war
agencies were ordered to release 59,955, but
the old-line agencies were allowed an in-
crease of 159,682 employees.

PERSONNEL IN BUDGET ESTIMATES

The extent to which personnel levels in
the executive branch continue to rise even
in the postwar period is evident in the Budget
estimates for fiscal year 1947. For exam-
ple, for the fiscal year 1946 (beginning July
1, 1945), 16 peacetime establishments are
shown to have justified to the satisfaction
of the Bureau of the Budget a total of 333,-
3014 man-years including those connected
with national-defense activities, Budget re-
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quests for théss agencies for the fiscal year
1947 (beginning July 1, 1946) show a total
of 367,873.6 or an increase of 34,672, In con-
nection with this increase, it is pointed out
that the President in his message last Jan=-
uary 14, said that "“as in recent years, de-
tailed recommendations concernii.g most ap-
propriations for the national-defense pro-
gram are postponed until spring.”

So it may be anticipated that the net in-
crease in these agencies will be greater to
the extent of personnel required for any
national-defense functions assigned to them,

CONCLUSIONS

The committee finds:

I. That employment in the old-line agen=-
cles has been increasing ever since VJ-day.

II. That such reductions as have taken
place in the emergency war agencies have
been nearly compensated for in the increases
shown in the old-line agencies.

Iii. That while large-scale decreases have
taken place in the War and Navy Depart-
ments, demobilization of civillan personnel
is not continuing at a rate comparable to
military demobilization.

IV. That perpetuation of excess war per=
sonnel in the Federal service is being made
by transferring such personnel and functions
from war agencies to peacetime agencies.

V. That these increases are taking place
under adjusted ceilings established by the
Bureau of the Budget.

VI. That there is a clear oblijation upon
the Congress and the President to determine
immediately whether demobilization of war=
time civilian personnel is unduly apathetic,
whether there is inclination to perpetuate
wartime civilian personnel inflation, and
whether the situation conforms with the
policy of the Government.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

‘Prentice Cooper, of Tennessee, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
to Peru.

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs:

Sundry officers for appointment, by trans-
fer, in the Regular Army of the United
States; and

Sundry officers for promotion in the Regu-
lar Army of the United States, under the pro-
visions of law.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

8. 2128. A bill to amend section 100 of the
Bervicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944; and

£. 2129. A bill to remove the existing limi-
tation on the number of associate members
of the Board of Veterans' Appeals in the Vet-
erans' Administration; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. DOWNEY:

5.2130. A bill for the relief of Secundano
Castillian, a minor; to the Committee on
Claims.

B.2131. A bill to authorize the payment
of compensation for time lost in the case of
certain veteran and nonveteran employees
of the United States restored to active duty
after disproval of charges against them; to
the Committee on Civil Service.

By Mr. GUFFEY: -

8. 2132. A bill to amend the Act entitled

“An act to provide for the posthumous
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appointment to commissioned or noncom-
missioned grade of certain enlisted men and
the posthumous promotion of certain officers
and enligted men,” approved July 28, 1942
(56 Stat. 722) so as to provide for the promo-
tion of persens in the military or naval serv-
ice who were killed while leading units prop-
erly commanded by persons holding a higher
grad-; to the Committee on Military Affairs.
By Mr. WALSH:

8.2133. A bill to amend further the Pay
Readjustment Act-of 1942, as amended; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. TAFT:

§.2134. A bill for the relief of John B. H.
Waring; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

(Mr. BRIDGES introduced Senate bill 2135,
imposing certain limitations on appoint-
ments to the Supreme Court, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and appears under a separate heading,)

By Mr. BUTLER:

8.J.Res. 157, Joint resolution to enable
private purchasers of corn and wheat to pur-
chase at the same price as the Government;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

THE GOVERNMENT OF RUBSSIA

Mr. BUSHFIELD. Mr. President, I
call attention to a statement of British
Prime Minister Attlee which seems to me
very significant. The statement is as
follows:

The Communist Party gives lip service to
democracy, but it is essentially undemo-
cratic. The methods by which it seeks to
gain power disregard altogether the obliga-
tion to maintain the standards of conduct
whieh would make life possible in a civilized
soclety.

In that connection, ana as particular-
ly significant, I call the attention of the
Senate to a statement by 2 very distin-
guished statesman of our own country,
Bainbridge Colby. He said:

It is not possible for the Government of
the United States to recognize the present
rulers of Russia as a government with
which the relations common to friendly
governments can be maintained. This con-
vietion has nothing to do with any particu=-
lar political or social structure which the
Russian people themselves may see fit to
embrace, It rests upon a wholly different
set of facts. These facts, which none dis-
putes; have convinced the Government of
the United States, against its will, that the
existing regime in Russia is based upon the
negation of every principle of honor and
good faith and every usage and convention
underlying the whole structure of interna-
tional law—the negation, in short; of every
principle upon which it is possible to base
harmonious and trustful relations, whether
of nations or of individuals.

Mr, President, that statement was
made in the year 1920 by the then See-
retary of State of the United States.

INFLATION—ADDRESS BY HENRY
MORGENTHAU, JR.

[|Mr. WAGNER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp a radio address
entitled “Inflation,” delivered by Henry
Morgenthau, Jr., former Secretary of the
Treasury, on April 24, 1946, which appears in
the Appendix.]

SUFFRAGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA—STATEMENT BY JESSE C.
SUTER

[Mr. CAPPER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp a statement re-
garding suffrage for the District of Colum-
bia, written by Jesse C. Suter, and published
in the Washington Evening Star, which ap=
pears in the Appendix.]
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TRANSWORLD AIR LINES CONTRACT
WITH THE ITALIAN GOVERNMENT

[Mr. WALSH asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp the Transworld
Air Lines' story of its contract with the
Italian Government, which' appears in the
Appendix.]

THE PLACE OF THE UNITED STATES IN
WORLD AVIATION

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, there
appeared in the Washington Times-Her-
ald this morning an article by John
ODonnell under the caption “Capitol
stuff,” dealing with a subject which, to
my mind, must have the serious consid-
eration and attention of the Congress of
the United States within a very short
time if Congress is at all intent upon
preserving or protecting the rights of the
Government of the United States in air
commerce.

Mr. O'Donnell’s statement gives a his-
tory of conditions which are in existence
now and are being continued from day to
day in the way of secret agreements
entered into by foreign governments with
one American line against another Amer-
ican line. An article on the same subject
is found today in the New York Herald
Tribune, written by Bert Andrews.
These two articles, so comprehensive and
so expressive of conditions as we find
them, I respectfully ask unanimous con-
sent to have inserted in the REecorp in
connection with my remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Times-Herald of April
30, 1946)
CarrroL STUFF
(By John O'Donnell)

The following will probably disturb the
gentlemen in our State Department. But we
believe it should be placed on the line—cold
turkey—and kicked around in front of the
citizens of the Republic whose income-tax
payments provide the good old do-re-mi
necessary for the upkeep of the diplomatic
limousines, cocktail parties, morning coats,
etc.

It's important because it concerns this
country’s definite and established right and
power to rule the passenger and trafiic lines
of the globe—everywhere and in our time,

The Roosevelt hangovers in the State De-
partment, who for some fantastic reason
want to give away everything we Americans
have to the first down-at-the-heels-sponging
foreigner who asks for a hand-out, have been
trying to give away our controlling stake in
world aviation.

Fortunately, the boys who have something
to say about the peacetime control of the
skies have so messed things up that the whole
story will come out—and we hope with such
a dramatic fanfare that it busts up the
present peace conference in Paris.

The issue now boiling up before the dis-
tinguished Secretary of State Byrnes in Paris
as he sits with his Big Four colleagues Is a
matter of global air control and happens to
be one of the messiest stews in the interna-
tional pot.

But just the same, it's significant. The
fight pivots on the sguawk of the British be-
cause the United States outfit—TWA—has
slgned up a contract with Italy.

And TWA in the good old American fashion
quite properly did its best to freeze out for-
eign competition—an old-time characteristic
which in recent centuries has made Britain

and the United States the greatest nations in
the world,
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Heart of the matter is this: Can the execu-
tive branch of the Government, under Tru=
man, carry out the dictator methods of the
late Franklin D. Roosevelt and so permit the
White House-controlled State Department to
enter into agreements with foreign nations
with respect to world aviation which are in
fact treaties,

The Senate, according to the Constitution
of the United States, must pass on treaties
and has the power to kick them out the
window—as the Senate properly and cou-
rageously did when the sainted Woodrow
came forth with the Treaty of Versailles and
the League of Nations.

A few days ago, the Senate Commerece Com-
mittee gave the old-line Roosevelt New Deal
theory of secret and private air agreements
with foreign nations a resounding kick in the
pants when by a vote of 15 to 1 it booted out
the State Department’s sanctified Bermuda
agreements and all others.

The dissenting individual was, as might be
expected, Florida's Craupe (REp) PEFPER, the
Moscow mouthpiece on Capitol Hill. '

The lusty kick also inflicted a sad but well-
deserved bruise on the intellectual posterior
of the former Assistant Secretary of State
Adolf Augustus Berle, Jr.,, who some time
back was F. D. R.’s stooge in giving all foreign
aviation competitors everything, everywhere,
in our time.

The over-all issue is'simple. On the world-
wide global issue, this country of ours knows
more about fiying (we invented it), has more
technical know-how, has the capacity for
turning out planes and fliers in sufficient
numbers to service the nations of the world,
and created in wartime, all by ourselves, the
gadgets and devices for safer, faster flying.

Furthermore, we built fields all over the
world to save the hides and necks of our be-
loved allies and paid for them with American
cash.

In other words, the transportation of men
and goods through the skies iz just as much
today a strietly American monopoly as in
the last generation was England’s control of
the seas.

On the domestic front the Nation's domi-
nance (for profit) in commerce of the air
may well mean the power to continue the
standard of living at its proper place—tops in
the world.

The wealth created by the rough-and-tum-
ble railroad pioneers after the Civil War, and
later by the automobile manufacturers and
roadbuilders of the twenties, increased the
happiness of all.

8o the dough coming from American air
dominance of the universe in the next decade
means more fun and happiness for Ameri-
cans—unless the share-it-all-with-foreigners
idea takes over the show—as most of the
pinkos and commies would like to see hap-
pen.

Some of our native-born rough-and-tumble
tough guys in the home-grown aviation show
have been using up so much muscle scrap-
ping with each other that they come up
panting and fist-heavy when they have to
take on overseas challengers.

As examples, we point to Juan Trippe, of
Pan-American; Howard Hughes, of TWA; and
Gen. C. R. Smith, of American Alrlines.

If this trio should meet in a dark alley
some night, and just to make the fight good
we'll toss in Eddie Rickenbacker, of Eastern,
the worthy gentlemen could stage one of the
lustiest brawls in the history of what is po-
litely known as the advancement of American.
economy of global aviation.

Pan-American's Trippe, TWA’s Hughes, and
AA's Smith are all in the jealous positions of
being licensed by our Civil Aeronautics Board
to compete with each other and with the
foreigners for the definite dough that will
roll in from passengers and freight on the
soft-touch, blue-ribbon trans-Atlantic routes.
Hence the dog-eat-dog tactics, result we may
point out of the Berle-Roosevelt line of global
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thinking and the screwball thinking which
simmers down to this:

“The only way to make money these days
is to tap your own bank account, give the
cash to a foreign competitor, and then pray
that you'll get some of your own dough
back.”

We thought the country had learned this
lesson back in the twenties when the suckers
kicked good American cash into European
deadbeats (Finland excepted) and our good
neighbors in Central and South America.

[From the New York Herald Tribune of April
30, 1946
UnITED STATES AIR DEAL IN ITALY FACING SEN-
ATE ATTACK—SECRET BERMUDA DOCUMENT
ProviDEs FUEL For NEW ANGLO-AMERICAN
DisPUTE
(By Bert Andrews)

WasHINGTON, April 29 —A secret document
from the United States-United Kingdom Civil
Aviation Conference at Bermuda last Febru-
ary came to light today and provided new fuel
for an Anglo-American dispute which may
have grave repercussions at the current meet-
ing of foreign ministers in Paris and at the
ensuing peace conference.

Sanator OWEN BREWSTER, Republican, of
Maine, said he would take the Senate floor
for a full-dress .discussion of the trouble-
making paper, which is listed in State De-
partment files as Bermuda Conference—Doc-
ument No. 8, but which cannot properly be
called an agreement since it was not adopted
and signed by the delegations, but was merely
“noted in the final plenary session.”

There are three major issues in the contro-
versy:

Whether the State Department was aware
of the monopolistic nature of a contract
sought by Trans World Alrline with the Ital-
ian Government at the very time this Gov-
ernment was opposing similar tactics by the
Russians with regard to aviation in the Bal-
- kans and by the British with relation to the
Italian chemical industry. (Document No, 8,
plus other papers, indicates the Department
was well informed about all the moves of
TWA.)

ONE PARAGRAPH DISFUTED

Whether the exclusive contract signed on
February 11 between Italy and the company,
whose corporate name is Transcontinental &
Western Air, Inc., was in conflict with sug-
gestions at Bermuda that the British Over-
seas Aviation Corp. would participate in any
civiian aviation development in Italy.
(Document No. 8 has a hotly disputed para-
graph. It does not seem to constitute a for-
mal agreement to give the British a share,
as asserted by the British Foreign Office.
But it does tend to show that there was
talk about the subject and perhaps an un-
official understanding.)

Whether, In the words of Senator JouwN
H. OverroN, Democrat, of Louisiana, the
signing of such exclusive contracts would
interfere with *“the orderly development of
international aviation” by inspiring compa-
nies of many countries to seek exclusive
rights In nations throughout the world.

“The whole thing has very unfortunate
implications,” Senator BrEwsTER said. “The
fight on this is only beginning and there is
a lot more to come out.

“The State Department witnesses never
breathec a word about this Document No. 8,
despite exhaustive questioning, until we
pressed for it.

“You know, there’s an old story about a
man who would never tell a lie but who,
unless pinned down, was mighty econom-
ical of the truth. That seems to be the case
here, and we're going after the truth.”

AGREEMENT DENIED

The State Department position is that Doc-
ument No. 8 was not directly connected with
the main purpose of the Bermuda Confer-
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ence, but was merely the fruit of discussions
by a two-man Anglo-American committee, in
which discussions the British served notice
they wished to participate in any revival of
Italian internal aviation. The BState De-
partment contends that the document, in-
cluding the passage relating to Italy, was
not accepted or agreed to.

The view advanced in London by the Brit-
ish Foreign Office is that one pessage in the
document constituted a secret agreement of
the Bermuda Conference to let Britain and
the United States share in the operation of
Italy's new civil air line, Linea Aero Italiane,
in which, subseguently, TWA received exclu-
sive partnership.

Following is the pertinent paragraph from
the Bermuda document—a paragraph which
is expected to be parsed painstakingly by
many Senators before the debate is ended:

“The United States delegation stated that
the Italian Government had requested TWA
to participate in the rehabilitation of their
internal services. This subject had, accord-
ing to their information, been discussed by
the Allled Commission in Italy, and the
United States delegation were anxious to
learn whether, in the event of Italian internal
air lines being authorized by the Allied pow=-
ers, His Majesty's Government would desire
British Interests to participate in any scheme
for assisting them. The United Kingdom
delegation replied that His Majesty's Gov=-
ernment would almost certainly so desire.”

SECRECY RECOMMENDED

The document embodying this and other
paragraphs was signed for the United States
by Stokeley W. Morgan and for the United
Eingdom by L. J. Dunnet. In submitting
their report to the Bermuda Conference on
February 11, they said: “In view of the con-
fidential nature of most of the questions
dealt with in our report, we recommend that
with the exception of paragraph 8 none of
it should be made public.”

None of it was—at the time.

In finally sending the document to the
Senate Commerce Committees, which had
already gone exhaustively into the Italian
phase, the State Department said:

1. That the document was drawn up by
Messrs. Dunnet and Morgan in expectation
that it would be adopted and signed by the
delegations at Bermuda.

2. That it was not adopted and signed but
“was only noted in the final plenary session
of the Conference."

3. That “due to the delicacy of some of the
matters discussed herein, and the agreement
that this record of conversations should be
treated as confidential, it is considered essen-
tial that it not find its way into the public
press.”

EECRECY IRKS SENATORS

Many of the Senators did not see eye to
eye with the State Department on the secrecy
request. Some of them have been irate over
the number of international moves made by
Executive agreement without consideration
of the treaty-making powers of the Senate.

Senator EREWSTER, in discussing the over-
all topic, voiced a tribute for Don Cook, of the
London Bureau of the New York Herald Trib-
une. It was a story by Mr. Cook in the issue
of April 17 which played a big part in the
demand for public airing of the whole situa-
tion. Mr. Cook's story quoted the British
Foreign Office as saying the TWA-Italy
contract upset a secret agreement under
which Great Britain and the United States
were to have shared in the operation. It
carried the headline, “TWA accord with Italy
voids Anglo-United States pact—upsets a
secret agreement reached at Bermuda to share
in air-line rights."”

The next day the BState Department
acknowledged that Britain was protesting the
TWA contract on the grgund that the BOAC
was excluded.
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A few days later the State Department
reported to the Senate Commerce Committee
that TWA had made a “monopolistie” con-
tract which threatened to complicate “the
already difficult problems in the Counecil of
Foreign Ministers.” The State Department
admitted it had known since November 1945
that TWA was trying to negotiate the con-
tract, but said that “the exclusive nature of
this contract, in spite of repeated inquiries
by the State Department as to its terms, was
not known to this Government until Feb-
ruary 8, 1946.”

SENATORS TO PURSUE INQUIRY

It became known today that some Senators
intend to pursue the inquiry along these
lines:

The TWA-Italy agreement was signed on
February 11.

Bince documents submitted to the Com-
merce Department show that TWA kept the
Embassy in Rome continuously aware of its
negotiations, why did the State Department
not become aware of the nature of the pro-
posed contract before February 8?

Why, if the Department did learn of the.
nature of the contract on February 8, did it
not act within the 3 days between then and
February 11 if it objected so strongly?

Why did the Department notify the em-
bassy in Rome on March 25 that it appeared
to be within Italy's rights to negotiate a
contract with a private company, such as
had been done with TWA, provided that
such contract provide for participation by
others if the Combined Chiefs of Staffl so
ordered.

OCne of the answers appears to be that the
Itallan Government now hesitates to go
through with the contract bscause of pos-
sible bad reactions at the foreign ministers’
meeting or the peace conference if the Brit-
ish plea for a share is rejected.

Some=of the other answers may come out
when Senator BErewsTer takes the floor.

Mr., McCARRAN. Mr, President, for
many months, in fact, during all the
present session of Congress, and before,
the Committee on Commerce of the Sen-
ate has had before it the matter of air
commerce abroad, the air commerce of
the world, and the part we should play
in that great venture.

If America is to pay off her national
debt, if we are to take our place among
the nations of the earth in commerce,
then America, with the fine advance-
ment she has made up to date, should
not lose her place. But, Mr. President,
day by day and step by step America is
losing her place in the vanguard of the
commerce of the world. Today we are
losing mail contracts, we are losing pas-
sengers, we ‘are losing prestige, because
we are divided, one line against another,
one company against another, when, as
a matter of fact, our great competitor in
the air, the British Empire, stands as a
unit with the entire British Empire be-
hind one line, one British flag line.

The Committee on Commerce had be-
fore it a measure which would create
what I choose to term the All-American
Flag Line, behind which this Government
would place everything it had in the way
of power in every direction., The Com-
mittee on Commerce failed to report the
bill by a vote of 10 to 10. It is again
before the Commerce Committee. Hear-
ings are to be held before it commenc-
ing on the 20th of this month, and I
hope that when the Commerce Com-
mittee reaches the point of voting on
the All-American Flag Line measure
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again we will see to it that America will
stand behind American lines; that
America will take her place in the front
line of commercial activity so that the
American people may be proud of the
American line that will carry commerce
by air with American energy behind it.

The articles T have placed in the Rec-
orp show, Mr. President, that the public
is now becoming awakened to the sit-
uation to which it has been so long blind.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nevada yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. Supplementing
what the Senator has said, I wish to say
that I had an interesting experience 2
years ago when this matter came up.
A representative of a reliable British
agency came to me and wanted me to
make a statement on the subject. I sug-
gested to him that our merchant marine
had been paralyzed in the last two dec-
ades by reason of division of opinion here
on the subject, and whether or not it
was stimulated from outside sources, the
result had been the same. I suggested
that possibly the same policy might be
followed in the air. While he was not
an official representative of the British
Government, so I do not assume to affix
to it governmental responsibility, he sug-

gested that naturally the British would

do the best they could to divide and
conguer. i

The only importance I attach to that
js that in the last 2 years, whether or
not instigated from inside or outside
sources, that is precisely what has been
going on. I do not mean to intimate
that the distinguished gentlemen who
head these various overseas air enter-
prises engage in anything other than the
good old American game of competition,
but I do suggest that it operates very
much to the advantage of our foreign
competitors in the most important field,
perhaps, to be developed in the postwar
world, since I think without exception
every one of them is operating as a com-
plete monopoly. So while Britain had
tontemplated they would have private
participation, the labor government im-
mediately excluded that, and has made
available in recent months a total credit
of $600,000,000 for the development of
British overseas airlines under one con-
trol. Against that we have the com-
paratively puny efforts of American pri-
vate enterprises, with an investment of
much less than $100,000000 capital
available, They have six times that
much in the British venture. It indi-
cates, I think, the tremendous impor-
tance they attach to the conguest of the
air, so that the British flag may be su-
preme in commercial air service as it
has been so long upon the seas.

I in no way challenge their rights or
their wisdom, but I say this only so that
we may keep definitely in mind the ques-
tion of the kind of competition we are
up against, with which the Senator from
Nevada has done so much to familiarize
the people of this country.

One item which I left out of the dis-
cussion the other day was the device that
the British use to keep British travelers
from flying American, While anyone
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can fly any line, under present exchange
arrangements an Englishman leaving
England is only allowed 100 pounds for
all expenditures. That means about
$400. The fare to New York under pres-
ent restrictions is $375. So that if an
Englishman should elect to fily on an
American line he would arrive in New
York with $25 in his pocket to spend in
the night clubs, with nothing left to pay
his way back home. He would have to
swim home. If, however, he should de-
cide to fly British that sum of money is
allowed as an extra allowance. He can
take with him not only $400 to spend in
America and elsewhere, but he may also
draw $750 to pay for his round-trip fare
on the British line.

Again I do not criticize the British. I
think they have a perfect right to do
this; indeed, I think they are very smart
to do it. But it merely illustrates that
we cannot afford to be be simple or naive.
I very much hope that the advocacy of
the Senator from Nevada for unity in
approach by private enterprise to this
situation may be very much more seri-
ously considered as time goes on, and
that all of these various enterprises may
feel the wisdom of uniting their efforts
in the interest of America taking the
position to which it is rightfully entitled
in the airways of the world.

Mr. MCCARRAN. DMr. President, I am
very grateful to the Senator from Maine
for his contribution.

PAYMENT OF BONUS ON WHEAT—PLIGHT
OF WHEAT FARMERS

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President in con-
nection with the recent order issued by
the Secretary of Agriculture respecting
a bonus on wheat delivered before a cer-
tain date, I will say that I have received
scores and scores of letters of protest
from farmers. I have picked out a few
which I wish to read to the Senate. One
is addressed to me from New Leipzig, N.
Dak., under date of April 26, 1946, and is
as follows:

New Lerpzic, N. Dak., April 26, 1946.
Hon, Wirtiam LANGER,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mer. LawceEr: Allow me to call your
attention to the fact that the Government
offering a 30-cent premium on wheat, at this
time, is not quite fair to some farmers.

In January of this year I received a letter
asking me to sell my wheat as it is badly
needed to feed Europe. I responded to the
Nation's call for food and sold my wheat at
that time, but there were many that didn't
do that. Now .it seems that those who
didn’t respond at that time are offered 30
cents per bushel and those who answered
favorably to the call in January, or rather the
beginning of the year, are the losers.

This, I believe, is not fair and I think that
the premium should be paid on all wheat
delivered after January 1.

No doubt, Mr. Lawcer, you have already
thought of that, too, because I know you are
looking out and doing all you can for your
people. So, don’t you agree with me on this
point and don't you think it would be only
fair to pay the 30 cents to all or to none?

Thanks a lot.

1 remaln,

Yours very fruly,
Sam E. ROEHL,
A Grant County Farmer,

Aprm. 30

I have received another letter from
Berthold, N. Dak., under date of April
26, as follows:

BeRTHOLD, N. DAx., April 26, 1946.
Senator LANGER.

Dear Sir: I am writing you in regards to
the 30-cent bonus on wheat brought in be-
fore May 25. Lucky for the farmers that
didn’t rush to the call to haul in the wheat.
What about us that hauled ours in before
this bonus camne about? Seems being patri-
otic doesn’t pay. This 30-cent bonus would
come in mighty handy for me, trying to get
a start on the farm and having to buy high-
priced second-hand machinery, because a
fellow just starting up faiming hasn't a
chance to get any new egquipment. Seems
anybody that's been farming for years, and
has a good line of machinery, can get new
equipment, but not a

Would appreciate knowing i.t we earlier
birds have a chance of getting the 30-cent
bonus, too.

Sincerely yours,
Louls Cain.

I also have a letter from Heaton, N.
Dak., under date of April 24, 1946, writ-
ten to the eniire North Dakota delega-
tion, as follows:

HeaTtoN, N. Dak., April 24, 1946.

Mr. GLENN TALBOTT,

President, North Dakota Farmers

Union.
Hon. CLINTON ANDERSON,
Seeretary Agriculture.

WiLLiAM LANGER.
MmroNn R. YoUseG.
Hon. WiLLIAM LEMKE.
Hon. CHARLES ROBERTSON.

GENTLEMEN: I am writing you In regard
to the recent order of the Secretary of Agri-
culture giving farmers 30 cents a bushel
bonus for wheat delivered from April 21 to
May 25. What about us farmers who had
to sell our wheat last fall on the open-
market?

I am a renter and there are no grain-
storage facilities on the farm, and there are
many hundreds like me in North Dakota.
When I threshed last fall there was no
elevator storage available so I had to sell
my grain the same day I threshed. Now I
have to buy seed and pay the extra 30 cents
per bushel for my seed, taking a double
loss. Do you think this fair? Our grain
has been used for feeding the world and
now the grain hoarders—men Wwho have
been holding their grain off the market are
to get an extra 30-cent bonus. Is that fair?
I have a section nearly ready to put into
wheat and I'll be damned if* I'll pay that
extra 30 cents per bushel for seed. I'll let
it lay idle Arst.

I think this is about the rawest deal the
majority of North Dakota farmers have ever
been handed. A good many hundreds like
me are about ready to quit. A small per-
centage of farmers who were fortunate
enough to get threshed early and have their
own storage get the bomms. I think this is
the worst kind of discrimination.

Respectfully yours,

Hon.
Hon.

EarL E. James.

Mr. President, I call attention to the
fact that when the Government wanted
linseed oil in 1943 it promised the farm-
ers of the Northwest $10 an acre if they
would seed their land to flax. Thou-
sands of farmers took the Government at
its word and seeded their land to flax.
Some of them broke up land which they
really did not want to break up, but in
order to help the Government they broke
it up and seeded it to flax; 1943 went by,
1944 went by, and 1945 went by. We are
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now in 1946. Although I protested time
and time again, up to the present
moment the farmers have not received
the $10 an acre which was promised
them.

In connection with wheat, the next day
after the order was made, after I had
received several telephone calls from
North Dakota, I introduced Senate bill
2118, providing for the payment of a
bonus of 30 cents a bushel on wheat pro-
duced and sold between January 1, 1945,
and April 18, 1946. The farmers in the
State of North Dakota—and I assume
that the same thing is true of the farm-
ers of Montana and South Dakota—are
up in arms over this recent order. One
of the men writing to me stated that if
the farmers buy seed now they must pay
30 cents a bushel more for it than they
would have to pay if this order had not
been made. There is no provision in
the order that a man who did not have
seed and who wished to seed his crop,
would not have to pay 30 cents a bushel
extra.

I call attention again to the fact that
all over the Northwest there has been a
serious lack of farm machinery. The
county agent in one county, the county
of Hettinger, of which Mott is the county
seat, testified that in 1943 the farmers of
that one county lost approximately
$1,000,000 in wheat and flax, because they
did not have the farm machinery avail-
able with which to take care of their
crops. At that very time, in 6 weeks, from
July 15 to August 31, through the city of
Portal, N. Dak., one little port of entry,
655 rubber-tired combines and 566 rub-
ber-tired tractors were exported to Can-
ada. They were taken through North
Dakota, where the farmers needed the
machinery so badly, and sent to Canada.

It seems to me that the farmers all
over the Northwest have received a
pretty miserable deal from the Govern-
ment. In the last war the prices of farm
machinery went up and up and up. After
the war was over the prices of farm ma-
chinery remained at a high level, and
today farm machinery costs more than it
ever did before in the history of the
United States.

But what happened with respect to
wheat? In the last war the farmers
were getting $2.26 a bushel at Minne-
apolis. Instead of the price of wheat
going up, when this war started the price
was kept practically stationary. Today
the farmers are receiving, aside from the
bonus, from $1.50 to $1.60, although the
prices of everything the farmer must buy

have skyrockefed, and in many in-

stances, as the distinguished Senator who
is presiding [Mr. McKEeLLAR] well knows,
today the prices of some of the things he
buys are practically doubled.

My bill has been referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Foresfry. I
am hoping that the Commitiee on Agri-
culture and Forestry of the Senate will
take prompt action on the bill.

Last Saturday a group of Senators
went to see Secretary Clinton Anderson.
The group included Senators from Mis-
souri, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and
Minnesota. At that time I protested
the treatment which the farmers had
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received. For example, the Government
says to us in January, “Europe needs
your wheat, and if you are a good, Chris-
tian, patriotic farmer, get in your wheat
fast.,” The farmers who believe the Gov-
ernment and want to help the people in
Europe bring in their crops and then
find that some farmer who did not do so
gets 30 cents a bushel more. When the
next crop is taken off the ground and the
Government comes along with its ap-
peals, I am of the opinion that the farm-
ers are going to do what some of these
letters indicate. They will not be so
anxious to respond to the call of the Gov-
ernment because of the feeling that
within a few weeks or a few months the
Government will come along with a bonus
of 30 or 40 cents a bushel.

I invite the attention of the Senate to
the terrible plight of the farmer in North
Dakota with respect to the labor situa-
tion. Day after day I receive letters, as
I assume most other Senators from farm-
ing States do, telling of instances in
which the last son has been taken away
from the farm home. A man 60, 65, or
70 years of age may have between a
half section and a section of land. When
he goes to the State selective-service
board and asks that his boy be left on
the farm for some time to help put in a
crop, or possibly to harvest it, the State
director says to him, “Your boy can be
replaced by a hired man.” But when
the farmer goes to an employment agency
he finds that no hired man is available.
So it is simply begging the question,
simply an excuse, to say to a farmer who
wants his boy at home, and is entitled
to have him at home under the Tydings
amendment, “We are going to take your
boy, because you will be able to get a
hired man,” when as a matter of fact
nearly every farmer in North Dakota
knows that it is impossible to get hired
help.

I hope that the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry will take prompt action
on my bhill, I may add that my distin-
guished colleague from North Dakota
[Mr. YoUNG] is in the Chamber. He has
just returned from North Dakota, where
he has been for about a week. He was
not present at the time we had our meet-
ing with the Secretary of Agriculture,
but I now yield to him. I believe he will
verify my statement.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I fully
agree with the sentiments expressed by
the senior Senator from North Dakota.
The farmer of North Dakota has believed
all along that the price of grain would
be based on parity. The farmers re-
sponded to the call of the Government
to haul their wheat to town to help the
starving people of the world. They were
doing it as fast as they could with the
shortage of help. They are now in the
process of planting their crops, and it is
utterly impossible to get all the wheat
in immediately and still plant their crops
with the present shortage of labor.

I have been handling many requests
made of citizens of North Dakota to pro-
vide wheat to the starving people of Eu-
Tope as pure gifts, particularly for people
of Polish descent. Now the Government
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comes along with a bonus of 30 cents a
bushel. Only about a third of the farm-
ers can take advantage of it. Many
patriotic farmers have already disposed
of their wheat.

On top of that, Dean Acheson has is-
sued a statement to the effect that wheat
should be taken away from the farmers
of North Dakota. That is one of the
most damnable statements I have ever
heard by any official of the United States
to a patriotic and generous people. In
the first place, it is entirely wrong.
Property cannot be taken away from
people in that” manner. The farmers
must keep a part of their wheat for seed.
If they do not, and there is a crop failure,
many will be faced with feed and seed
loans, on which they will be charged 5
percent interest, as has happened in the
past. The feeling on the part of the
farmers against the British loan is due
partly to resentment over the 5 percent
interest charged them. At one time two-
thirds of the people of my State had feed
loans on which they were paying 5 per-
cent interest, and they were buying
bonds at the same time which paid 2%
percent interest, and now the United
States is making loans to foreign coun-
tries at 2 percent interest or less.

Mr. LANGER. I should like to ask my
distinguished colleague what the situa-
tion is relative to farm help and the
drafting of farm boys.

Mr. YOUNG. Experienced help is not
available at all. In fact, I own a farm
and I have not been able to get an ex-
perienced man to help on it. It is not
possible to get machinery; it is impossi-
ble to get lumber, or most things farmers
need so badly to produce food. There is
absolutely no lumber at all for dire needs.

Mr. LANGER. I ask my colleague if he
knows of a single farmer who has been
able to hire a man to help him on his
farm after his son has been drafted and
he has been told that he can hire help
through an employment agency.

Mr. YOUNG. No; it is impossible to
obtain farm help. Although farmers
need experienced help in connection with
the production of food crops, it is im-
possible to obtain experienced help.

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN

The, Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to
implement further the purposes of the
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to ‘carry out an agreement with the
United Kingdom, and for other purposes.

Mr, ELLENRER., Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr, President, when
the Senate took a recess yesterday after-
noon I asked leave to place in the RECORD
an excerpt from the statement of Hon.
Fred Vinson, Secretary of the Treasury,
in relation to the sterling bloc area and
the sterling dollar pool area, because
previously the Senate had, in my opinion,
fully debated the problems involved in
respect to those issues, As I have
pointed out on several occasions, the
purpose of the proposed loan is to re-
place losses which have been sustained
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by the British during and since the war
frem many of their investmenis which
were made abroad. If will be recalled
that, as I pointed out, the imports of
Great Britain were largely paid from
income derived by the British from in-
vestments made sbroad and from ship-
ping. There has been such a decrease
in the inceme from those sources that
the British find it necessary to obtain
money, so the story goes, to offset the
Joss. This loan will also be used in order
to assist those in the sterling bloc area
who now are knocking at the doors of
the British, trying to obtain some kind of
settlement so that they can continue to
function.

1 farther pointed out, Mr. President,
that I can see no hope that the money
which we propose to advance to the
British will sustain their economy. It
will react as a mere shot in the arm, as
it were; and after the money we advance
is spent, there will be a demand for more
funds.

Mr. President, in my humble opinion
the British will never be able to have with
their colonies the business dealings fa-
vorable to themselves which prevailed for
many years before the war. There has
been a vast change in the colonial picture
of the British. Efforts are being made
today by the British to bring about a
better feeling ameng their colonial
possessions, but little success is being
atbained.

Mr. President, I shall quote from W. E.
Duffett, A. R. Hicks, and G. R. Parkin,
writing in India Today, a book which
was published in 1942, The chapter
from which I shall read is entitled “Brit-
ish Pohw Toward Industrialization ef
India.” From these few excerpts we are
able to note the efforts the British are
now making in an endeavor to maintain
their colonial possessions, to pacify their
subjects, and to try to recoup some of
the business lost from their colonies.
But Britain is not meeting with much
success. As many Senators know, the
subject is very controversial, in that
many of the leaders in the colonial pos-
sessions of Great Britzin are making
efforts to gain independence; and the
moment they do they will be about
ready to move forward under their own
steam, all of which will mean a greater
loss of trade, both export snd import, by
the British from those sources.

Mr. President, I now read from the
book entitled “India Today”:

This 1s a highly controversial subject and
it is an essential point in Indian Nationalist
creed that British policy in India has been
directed toward maintaining British eco-
nomic interests and that these are directly
opposed to what the Nationalists consider
true Indian interests.

The argument hinges around such sub-
jects as the contribution of India to British
prosperity, the alleged manipulation of In-
dian exchange rates and tariffs to suit British
interests and the effects on Indian industrial-
ization of British participation.

Congress (the Comgress Party) contends
that the maintenance of the one-shilling and
sixpence rate (of rupee-sterling exchange)
during 1928-1935 had deflationary effects on
the Indian economy and was the cause of a
large outflow of gold, whereas a lower rate
would have benefited trade and sustained
agricultural prices., Congress partly believes
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that the Government refused to devalue the
rupee because a lower would hamper
British exports to India and increase the cost
In rupees of British remittances from rupees
into sterling.

Indian tariffl policy has also caused consid-
erable friction between the two countries.
Up to about 1922 Indian tarifls were low and
for revenme purposes only, but since then
there has been a graduoal expansion of pro-
tection, combined with preferential rates for
Empire products. In 1921 the British Gov-
ernment granted fiscal autonomy to India,
involving transfer of control over tariff policy
to the viceroy and the central legislature.
Unfortunately, even when British and Indlan
interests have coincided, Indian nationalists
have been very suspicious of the tariff policy
of the Indian Government and hold the view,
for instance, that the British retained free
trade in India as long as it was in their inter-
ests, but when Japanese competition began
to threaten Lencashire's textile trade the
British imposed high tariffs and imperial
preference on India. In particular, new tar-
iffs on textile goods, with special concessions
for British goods, introduced in 1930, and the
British-India Trade Treaty of 1935 have been
bitterly opposed in the Indian Assembly.

‘There has also been prolonged controversy
over the alleged failure of the Government of
India to take active steps to promote the
growth of industry, and it is sometimes even
claimed that the Government has deliberately

discouraged certain kinds of industrial

development.

I now read from an article entitled
“India Important Producer of Allied Sup-
plies,” written ‘by Guenther Stein and
published in the Christian Science Moni-
tor of April 13, 1943:

Even the most drastic critlcs of British
Government policies agree that if the war
continues for a few years Indian industries
will be greatly enlarged and should have suf-
ficlent momentum to proceed inexorably to-
ward making India one of the world's leading
industrial nations, for which it is admirably
fitted, having a great variety of minerals and
other raw materials, a good transport system,
and masses of cheap labor.

Among new developments cited is “the
completion within 2 years of a modern fac-
tory, now providing complicated alloy steels
not previously manufactured in India, and
other new plants initiating the production of
the most up-to-date war equipment. A new
plant is now producing India's first a&lumi-
num.” * * * “India is at present making
more than 20,000 items required for the war.”
In addition teo this, pro@uction of old estab-
lished lines has steadily increased.

India’s barbors and railways have also been
improved.

Mr. President, I have read these ex-
cerpts to show that the conditions in In-
dia are changing to such an extent that
insofar as industry is concerned, Great
Britain will no longer be able to control
the exports from and the imports to In-
dia as she has been doing in the past.
India will soon assume an industrial
stride of her own, and that condition is
bound to decrease, to a large extent,
Britain’s revenue, and that in turn will be
reflected in her ability to repay this loan.

I now guote from an article in the In-
dian Textile Journal for March 1943,
entitled “Some Postwar Problems of the
Indian Cotton Textile Industry,” by a
writer named Sastri:

At the time of the declaration of the last

war, tThe principle of free trade'wm‘mphd
by most nations. Since the <depression that
principle has given way to economic na-
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tionalism., Amnother wunfavorable factor is
the growth .of monopolistic bedies to regu-
late trade, for instance, the United Kingdom
Commercial Corporation, which is working
actively in the Middle East, in East Africa,
and Ceylon, trying to restrict the number
of textile concerns in these countries.

Mr. President, for some time the Brit-
ish have been making every effort to pre-
vent the development of textile indus-
tries in India and in other countries of
southern .Asia, but she has been grad-
ually failing in her efforts, and comnse-
quenitly many of the textile mills in
Great Britain will not continue to have
the large markets which they have had in
the past.

Let ws see what India has been at-
tempting to do in Burma in an effort to
expand her trade. In that colony Great
Britain is meeting with strenuous oppo-
sition, and there is mo doubt in my mind
thet she is bound to Jose a great deal of
her export trade to Burma, which, as well
ac India, is developing industrial plants
and enlarging them. Burma is making
many commodities which are sold in
what were formerly British markets.
Not only that, Mr. President, but she is
developing those industries for her own
use and, necessarily, that is bound
eventually to encroach upon the former
trade of Great Britain.

I quote from an article entitled “The
Future of Burma,” by J. H. Furnivall:

“Blueprint for Burma,” a report pre-
pared by Members of Parliament and recom-
mended by the chairman of the Conserva-
tive Imperial Affairs Committee, summar-
izes Burmese problems, states a possible
future policy, and makes proposals for de-
fense, end for the political and economic
development of Burma.

The background: Today the people of
Burma have an intense desire to control
their own affairs. Tn the past, although
economic development has been rapid, in-
dustry has been controlled by British inter-
ests, commerce by British, Indian and Chi-
nese interests, and the labor force has been
Indian, for the most part. Half the popula-
tion of the country has been reduced from
landowners to tenants and the other half
burdened with a debt averaging £15 per fam-
ily. In 193940, Burmese amounted
to double the imports, and of the latter, a
large share were for non-Burmans. Social
welfare was neglected for economic advance-
ment, and unhealthy conditions developed,
such as social disorgamizations, decay of na-
tional religion and education, growth of
crime, and corruption in administration.

DObjective: The Imperial Government has
pledged that Burma will have dominion
status, 1. e, self-government, and that sep-
aration from India shall not hinder its con-
stitutional development. However, the com-
mitiee’s report makes self-government sib-
ject #o certain reservations, providing for
protection of British and Indian capital and
enterprise. Until she can contrel economic
development to national advantage, Burma
will need help. TUnless social and econom-
ic conditions allow of independence, forms of
self-government are futile. Great Britain
should be best able to help Burma, but few
Burmans realize they need outside assist-
ance. Effective propesals for reconstruction
must be sound and must have the confi-
dence of the Burmese, and the blueprint
proposals Tall in this respect.

Proposals for defense: The commtittee
recommends the creation of a national army
made up of Burmans but provided with
British advice and assistance.
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Economic proposals: (1) Industry and
commerce., The committee recommends

that former firms be rehabilitated in order
to resume their activities under controls that
will protect Burmese nationalism, also that
a systematic plan be adopted for training
Burmans in industrials and commercial life,
Since the primary aim of either British rule
or national government is to make Burma
capable of independence, all foreign enter-
prise which promotes such a policy should
be encouraged. British and Indian capital
should have no privileges,

I quote on the same subject from Brit-
ain’s New Colonial Empire, by Ronald
Stuart Kain, published in the Yale Law
Review:

Developments accompanying the fall of
Singapore demonstrated that the progress
made by Great Britain in colonial reform
had not been sufficient to maintain the
loyalty of many dependent peoples in time
of an emergency. British self-examination
of its colonial system revealed certain funda-
mental defects: Britain has moved too slowly
and reluctantly in the direction of colonial
self-government; not enough has been done
to develop the economic resources of the
colonies, and to raise the standard of living
of the populations; the influx of white set-
tlers has raised political and economic bar-
riers to native development, and has created
racial diserimination; the color bar has re-
mained an obstacle to the development of a
working partnership between the mother
country and the colonial peoples; many edu-
cated natives object to the British policy of
indirect rule, since it serves to perpetuate
primitive institutions and preserve the auto-
cratic power of the chiefs.

" The British Government is now undertak-
ing to build a new imperial structure, with
the gulding principle of administration of
the colonies for the benefit of their own
peoples, and with dominion status as the
goal. As a first step, the British Government
has undertaken to prepare the colonies for
self-rule at a greatly increased tempo.
Native aptitudes are being developed in busi-
ness and politics. Educational progress and
economic development are considered neces=-
sary for the program. The Colonial Develop-
ment Fund supports projects designed to pro=-
vide the basis for long-range social and eco-
nomic development. A colonial research
committee is planning comprehensive appli-
catlion of science, technology, and adminis-
trative skill to the problems of expanding
and diversifying colonial production. The
Colonial Office is sending out trade-unionists
and experts from the Ministry of Labor to
assist the various colonies.

Varlous measures are being considered for
the reorganization of the colonial service,
establishment of better liaison between
Parliament and the colonies, and the enlist-
meént of the cooperation of the United States
and other interested powers in supervising
the backward and dependent areas on a re-
gional basis. Permanent grouping of adja-
cent British colonies is considered as a step
toward more efficient administration and
defense. Participation of the French, Dutch,
Belgian, and other interested governments
in a scheme of regional councils or commis-
sions could be the logical outgrowth of the
close military and economic ties now existing
among the United Nations.

Objections have been raised that the pro=
gram is not rapid enough, but Britain's attl-
tude is conditioned by the feeling of re=
sponsibility for the colonies, her dependence
and need of them, and her colonial pride.
She has therefore rejected proposals for the
administration of her colonies by an inter-
national agency. .

The rapid industrialization of the do-
minions y accounts for their current
interest in lower tariffis and the develop-
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ment of backward areas through interna-
tional loans and large-scale investments,
Their need for immigration should be selec-
tively used for economic as well as social
reasons. The dominions are well aware of
the necessity of ralsing standards of living
throughout the world if they are to live in
security and peace. Though the dominions
remain small nations, inevitably affected by
the decisions of great powers, their resources
in men and materials will enable them to
play as large a postwar role as that which
they have played in the winning of the war.

Mr. President, I have read these ex-
tracts to illustrate the present British
policy toward her colonies, to indicate
the difficulty she faces, and to show that
sooner or later these colonial possessions
will be no longer under the control of
a small group of Britishers in London,
but, like Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
South Africa, and other colonies, will
make every effort to strive for themselves,
to get away, as it were, from the British
domination and become more independ-
ent in their own development and the
development of their trade with other
nations.

Now, Mr. President, I desire to discuss
briefly the terms of the so-called loan
which really should be termed a gift.
The rate of interest is 2 percent, and
payment thereof is not to start until
1951. In other words, should the British
draw this entire sum of money within a
week after Congress gives its approval,
which could be done, the borrowers
would have the use of that huge sum
until 1951, without the necessity of pay-
ing 1 cent of interest.

The loan is to be repaid in 50 install-
ments, beginning in 1951, with, as I said,
a rate of interest of 2 percent from that
year; but, under certain conditions, the
interest can be forgiven. It is writien
in the agreement that unless the British
trade aggregates a sum equal to or in
excess of her trade during the 5-year
period from 1935 to 1939—and a period
covering other years may be fixed—the
interest must be forgiven.

As was brought out by the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio [Mr, TarFT]
in his address of a few days ago, al-
though before the war British trade ag-
gregated in the neighborhood of between
five and six billion dollars at the most, it
would be necessary that her trade in-
crease to as much as $7,000,000,000, for
the reason that the trade must not only
be considered by volume but also con-
sideration must be given to the increased
cost of producing it; and it is not very
difficult for one to realize that, because
of the fact, as I stated yesterday and
this morning, that the British are very
much hampered in their dealings with
their former customers, they cannot ex-
pect to reach the prewar goal. There-
fore, I contend that the provision for the
payment of interest might as well be
eliminated. I expect no interest to ever
be paid.

Mr. President, how in the name of
common sense can we expect repayment
of this loan of $3,750,000,000 when a loan
of $4,200,000,000 that was made during
World War I has not been completely re-
paid to us? When that loan was made
Britain was in a far better position in
every respect than she is now. She en=
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joyed better relations with her own
colonies. Her colonial possessions had
not at that time reached the industrial
development they have since attained.
Her debt then was about $30,000,000,000,
in contrast with a debt of almost $100,-
000,000,000 at the presenf. The service
charge she must now provide in order to
discharge her debts, aggregating $100,-
000,000,000 will be almost three times
what it was before the war, since her
debt is now over three times greater,

As I indicated yesterday, England de-
pends for her sustenance largely on rev-
enue she obtains from shipping. Before
the war she had 22,000,000 tons in opera-
tion, as I recall the figures. Today the
amount has been reduced to 15,000,000
tons. That on the face of it is bound to
curtail her revenues in that enterprise,
which are so essential to enable her to
meet her obligations. The revenue from
other investments have been reduced
considerably from what they were before
the war, and I repeat, with such a stag-
gering debt as is now owed by Great
Britain, she cannot hope to pay back this
loan; and that is why I term it a giff.

Mr. President, I have tried to evaluate
the benefits which would flow to the
United States from making this loan, and
Iam unable to find any. I cannot believe
that the British will be able to maintain
the various blocs Britain has created, and
which were discussed yesterday on the
Senate floor at length. The peoples of
the sterling and other restricted areas
are going to need help, and if they cannot
get it from Great Britain, they are going
to trade somewhere else. I am confident
that we will get our share of it without
having to try to bail out Great Britain.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
HurrMman in the chair). Does the Senator
from Louisiana yield to the Senator from
Colorado?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Not only
is what the Senator says true, but these
blocked credits are not even good in Eng-
land at the present time. They cannot
be traded with any country. They are
in the form of claims, and are deposited
in the bank, but they are blocked. They
are blocked from the commerce of the
world, they are blocked from the com-
merce of Great Britain. Of course, the
bankers of Great Britain know they can-
not operate a bank on that kind of a
basis, and that they have to free those
claims or repudiate them, one or the
other. As a matter of fact, the blocking
is a repudiation of them.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is well
versed on that subject, and I should like
to have him elaborate a little on one
feature of the situation. The various
countries in the sterling area will be
forced to trade with Great Britain—so
the story goes—because Britain is in their
debt. Since Great Britain needs money
with which to function—that is, with
which to buy raw materials—how can
those countries which have credits with
Great Britain which are frozen expect to
get goods from Great Britain unless they
pay some actual money or trade in some
way by barter? Certainly, the money
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that is frozen in the bank cannot be used
in paying for geods they might need from
Great Britain. The point T wish to em-~
phasize is that since Great Britain needs
the cash to pay for her imports she will
not be in a position to pay her debts by
delivering goods to her creditors.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of course
that is true. The first thing that will
have to be done will be that Great Britain
will have to unlock those claims. She
will have to make those claims worth
something, and-at the present time they
are practically worthless, They are sim-
ply locked up, and blocked, and cannot
be used for any commercial purpose
whatsoever.

This is the whole plan: Out of our loan
‘Britain expects to finance the importa-
tion of raw materials, and she expectsto
manufacture those raw materials into
goods which she can ship to the nations
to whom she is indebted, and thus satisfy
them. Of course, so long as we keep
supplying her with raw materials on a
loan basis, or a gift basis, or any other
‘basis, shie perhaps car gquiet those in the
sterling area who have claims deposited
in the Bank of England, because they
cannot collect anything on those claims
unless they take them out in goods, and
that creates a tremendous demmand for
British goods.

Mr. ELLENDER. But in order that
Great Britain may be ableto keep.going
without further aid, she will"have to get
paid for all those goods. Otherwise, she
will go into ‘bankruptcy. Is not that
true?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Certain-
ly. Even though we furnish the raw
materials free, at the other end of the
line, if ‘she turns over the finished goods
in payment of debts, what profit does
that leave Britain? That is why I con-
tend that this loan is not sufficient in
'size to do the job it is expected to do.
Three billion seven hundred and fifty
million dollars is a good deal of money,
‘but we expect it to free $14,000,000,000
worth of claims, and it cannot do it,
“because between our raw materials and
the finished products the people of Eng-
land have to support an expensive mili-
tary, they have to take care of a social
problem that is tremendous, they have to
make their own living.

‘Mr. ELLENDER. And, as T just indi-
cated, they have to service a much larger
debt.

‘Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is
correct; ‘they have to service a much
Jarger debt, and they have to do all that
outb of the raw materials we furnish them
free, and which they have to turn over
to their creditors without receiving any-
thing in payment.

‘Mr. President, it is an impessible sit-
uation, and of course that is ‘the basis
of the opposition to the whole plan in
Parliament. The Tory Party refused to
‘vote on the loan. They said, “We are
not going 'to assume any obligations”
‘because -of course they know it is an
impossible thing, that it is not sound eco-
nomically, that it cannot possibly werk
-out; yet we are going along encouraging
‘that kind of unsound economics.
fhank the Senator from:Colerado for his
contribution, I know he has studied the
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problem very closely. I am glad that
he is in agreement with me in believing
that if we advance to the British this
$3,750,000,000 we will merely satisfy
their economy for a few ‘years. 1 am
‘sure the British will come back and ask
for more later.

Mr, JOBNSON of Colorado. It is nec-
essary to satisfy their economy and to
satisfy their creditors as well, and $3,-
150,000,000 simply is not enough money
to satisfy their economy, let alone satisfy
their creditors.

Mr. ELLENDER., What does the Sen-
ator think those creditors will do if the
‘British cannot supply them with goods?

‘Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. They will
‘have to have goods, and must seek them
and buy them in the markets of the
world, and if we have the goods, and
they need the goods, they will have to
‘buy them from us. And if we buy their
goods from them with our dollars they
will ‘have to use the same dollars to
come here and buy our goods, regardiess
of any blocked sterling or sterling
area or any other bloc or treaties they
may make or preference in trading they
‘may agree to with Great Britain or with
.anyone else. Their needs and the dol-
1ars they have to supply those needs are
going to be the determining Tactors, and
not a. silly bloc established by England,
-which functioned very well during the
‘war. They never applied it previous to
the war. The blocked sterling occurred
only -after the war, when services and
goods disappeared in all the markets of
the world, and Britain could handle it as
a war measure. But the war is over now,
‘and the merchants and the bankers of
“England have been very frank in stating
that they cannot continue that sort of
policy. They know it cannot be con-
‘tinued. So we are simply bailing them
-out ‘of ‘an impossible situation, or pre-
tending that we are bailing them out,
‘for the fact of the matteris that we are
‘not bailing them out.

Mr. ELLENDER. 'We are simply ag-
gravating and prolonging the situation
‘which now exists.

‘Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. We are
merely alleviating it temporarily.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am
glad to have the opinion of my good
friend the Senator from Colorado. I
know that what he has stated is correct.

1 believe the subject was very well
covered yesterday during the debate, and
‘1 was very glad to yield to many of my
colleagues who do net happen to be
present now, ‘but who were most inter-
ested in the debate which took place yes-
terday. I firmly believe that if this de-

‘bate can continue for a little while longer,

and if the press of the Nation and the
radio will give to the American people &
true picture of the situation, there will
not be a chance for the loan to be au-
‘thorized. I do notbelieve that Congress
will then adopt the pending measure.
Mr. President, as I'pointed out yester-
‘day, 1 think it is a mistake for us to
‘veer ‘away, as it were, Trom the plans
which were advanced by the State De-
and by the Treasury and by
thePresident as the best methots to cure
-evils ‘which ‘would arise and exist as an
aftermath ‘of ‘the war., One of these
plans that was supposed to be a cure-all
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was incorporated in the Bretton Woods
agreements. As I suggested yesterday,
few, if 'any, Senators had any inkling
that, aside from the commiiments which
our country made in ‘the Bretten Woods
‘agreements, we were to advance to Eng-
land, or to any other country on the
side, any funds whatsoever. As was
stated on the fioor yesterday, there was
some discussion -of an alternaie plan to
the Bretton Woods proposails, that is, to
make direct gifts to certain countries in
order to relieve their economic situations.
‘But at no time was it ever stated that
in addition to the Bretton Woods agree-
ments, wherein we obligated ourselves to
put up about $6;000,000,000. we were to
further give aid to any other nation
along the lines suggested in the propesed
agreement with Great Britain.

Aside from the Bretton Woods pro-
posals, there were severgl other plans
evolved, one of which was the expansion
‘of the Export-ITmport Bank’s ability to
‘loan ‘to various nations and corporations
‘therein located. But such loans were to
‘be made in a stipulated way, that is, they
were to be made with foreign nations in-
order to develop our foreign trade. The
loans were to be secured.

Mr. President, T have before me a
pamphlet entitled “Bretton Woods Pro-
posals,” .issued by the TUnited States
‘Treasury. I alsohave the message of the
President to Congress relating to the
Bretton Woods proposals, ‘issued ‘by the
United States Treasury. T challenge any
Benator to read in -either of those docu-
‘ments any statement or reference to the
effect that our Government contem-
plated any loan such as that which we
are now asked to make to Great Britain.

It will be recalled that the Bretton
Woods proposals contained two metheds
of dealing with the postwar economic
situation. One was the creation of a
fund which would ‘be utilized to stahilize
the valueof all currencies of all nations
in terms of each other, and the second
the creation of an internatienal bhank
with the power tolend money to various
nations that were in need of it and was to
be used to rehabilitate themselves.

Under the Bretton "Wooeds proposals
fhe fund was suppesed to do the very
thing that is now sought to be done for
Great Britain, according to the state-
ment made by proponents of this lean.
This'is what'the Treasury said in regard
to the first proposal of Bretton Woods,
that is, what the fund would do:

The fundamental purpose of the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund s to promote the bal-
anced growth of international trade. It will
do this in three ways. First, it will stabilize

the value of all currencies in terms of each
other,

Remember when these proposals were
made, Great Britain’s financial experts
were present and participated in the
preparation of all these plans.

Second, it will progressively remove bar-
riers against making payments across bound-
ary limes.

That was the purpose. So ltisthepur-
pose of the proposed loan.

“Third, it will provide a supplementary
source of foreign exchange to which a mem-
‘per country may apply Tor the assistance nec-
essary to enable it to maintain stable and
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unrestricted exchange relationships with
other members.

That was the purpose of the fund. Yet
today we are told that aside from that,
the American people must dig down deep
in their jeans and furnish the British
with $3,750,000,000.

During much of the period since the First
World War unstable exchange rates have seri-
ously interfered with trade and the settle-
ment of international balances. People who
buy or sell abroad need to know today what
their money will be worth tomorrow, and a
year hence, in terms of their own currency.

Restrictions on payments, which have in
the past been among the most serious ob-
stacles in the way of international trade, take
a number of forms. In some countries, im-
porters are not permitted to purchase the
dollars or pounds required to buy goods in the
United States or England. In other coun-
tries, of which Germany before the war was
an example, foreign trade was disrupted by
the use of so-called multiple currencies.
Germany also relied heavily on barter ar-
rangements: “We will buy your coffee if you
will accept our machine tools in payment.”
Barter is at the opposite end of th~ scale from
freedom in international trade.

During the war, many new restrictions have
been devised and employed for reasons of
military necessity.

I presume that the dollar pool was one
of them. The Bretton Woods proposals
were designed to cure some of the evils
which resulted from methods resorted to
under the exigencies of a cruel war.

Unless uniform standards can now be de-
veloped and generally adopted, the entire
jungle of controls may be extended and in-
tensified in the postwar period. We in the
United States believe that the greatest pos-
sible freedom should be given to our own
businessmen engaged in international trade.

I am for that.

But we know that this freedom will be
meaningless unless other countries create an
equal measure of freedom to their business-
men. .

How was that to be accomplished? I

refer to a table on page 6 of a publication
issued by the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, containing the
Bretton Woods agreements, In order to
accomplish what I have just been read-
ing about, the fund was to consist of
$8,800,000,000, of which the United
States was to put up $2,750,000,000, in
order to unfreeze some of the frozen as-
sets referred to by the Senator from Col-
orado [Mr, Jornson] a while ago, which
assets are now tied up in the Bank of
England and cannot be used. That was
the reason why the fund proposal was
advocated by our late President Roose-
velt. -
The statement from which I have been
quoting says that the exchange rate must
be stable. Of course, that is what I am
for. That is the only basis on which we
can trade with foreign countries. If we
spend a dollar in France for so many
francs, we want the number of francs
representing that dollar to be the same
for some time. We want to steady the
currencies. We want %o stabilize the
franc in terms of the dollar. We want
to stabilize the rupee in terms of the dol-
lar. In fact, the currencies of every
nation on earth should be stabilized so
that we may have reliable commercial
dealings and relationships.
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As I have stated, this proposal was ad-
vanced in order to correct those evils.
But now we are being asked, aside from
that, to put up almost as much money for
the use of one nation as we were asked
to put up as our share to create the In-
ternational Bank for the use of all. In
my judgment if it had been made known
to Senators that, aside from what we
obligated ourselves to furnish for the In-
ternational Bank, it would be proposed
to advance this sum to Great Britain,
it is doubtful whether the Bretton Weods
agreements would have been approved
by the Senate.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EAsT-
LAND in the chair). Does the Senator
from Louisiana yield to the Senator
from Arizona?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question.

Mr. McFARLAND. If we were to place
the $3,750,000,000 in the International
Bank, in addition to what we have al-
ready contributed, could not the Bank
operate the whole show?

Mr. ELLENDER. That was an alter-
native proposal. It was suggested by the
opponents of Bretton Woods that the
United States might be better off if it
were to lend money to Great Britain or
other countries in dire circumstances,
rather than to create the machinery pro-
vided for in the Bretton Wqods proposals.

Mr, McFARLAND. 1 supported the
Fund and the Bank. ™

Mr. ELLENDER. So did I.

Mr. McFARLAND. I felt that such an
arrangement was a good thing, and I still
feel that it was a good thing, but per-
sonally I feel that if we are to lend money
we should get something out of it. The
only way we shall ever get anything out
of it is to have some kind of a settlement
with respect to money which we loan;
and we have not done so in the past so
far as Great Britain is concerned.

Mr. ELLENDER. We have always been
most liberal whenever the hat was passed
in an effort to obtain funds to aid an
untoward situation. The UNRRA plan is
most worthy. As I recall, we put up al-
most 70 percent of the entire fund which
UNRRA is using. I am not objecting to
that. But the point is that many nations
are leaning on America. They believe
that here money grows on trees; and
they will keep coming in quest of the
fruit so long as we exhibit too much
liberality as to any particular nation.

Mr. McFARLAND. $So far as I am
concerned, I wish to be liberal; but I
think the time has come when the United
States must do business on a business
basis. We must let Great Britain and
the world know that when we lend money
we expect a settlement. That is the rea-
son why I have offered the amendment
which I have offered. Regardless of what
we get out of it, we must have a settle-
ment upon past indebtedness. If we do
not, what will happen? The borrowers
will expect to pay us in the same way
they have paid us in the past. I ask the
Senator if he does not believe that every
other nation will expect to pay us in the
Same way.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I stated yester-
day, whatever we do for Great Britain
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must be done for other nations seeking
to obtain the same terms on a loan, we
must treat them all alike. I think it
would be a mistake not to do so. If we
make this loan of $3,750,000,000, in-
stead of some of the other nations trying
to obtain money from us through the
Export-Import Bank, they will come with
hat in hand and say, “You loaned Great
Britain so much. Why can you not loan
money to us on similar terms?” What
would happen to the diplomatic relations
between us and Russia today if Russia
were to ask for a loan of as much as
$3,000,000,000 and we should refuse to let
her have it? Russia, one of our allies in
the war, did as much, if not more, than
Great Britain did in helping to win the
war. She suffered a great deal more in
almost every respect. It would be rather
difficult for the United States to say
“No” to Russia and “Yes” to Great Brit=
ain, in response to requests by them for
loans. Today the relationship between
the United States and Russia is rather
strained. I think the Russians are a
little skeptical of us. They do not have
implicit confidence in us. Why? It is
because they fear that we are leaning
too much toward Great Britain and are
trying to make a combination with Great
Britain for ulterior purposes. In short,
Russia does not trust the British and
since they think we are teaming up with
the British, they are beginning to distrust
us.
So I do not believe we should do any=
thing now to widen the breach. I believe
it is incumbent upon the United States
to take world leadership and treat all
nations alike under like circumstances;
and I believe that we shall go forward
much better as a leader if we follow that
policy, rather than take sides with one
nation or a combination of some nations.

Mr. President, I now read a little
further from the document coming from
the Treasury. I do so simply to show
what was the plan to cure all the post=
war evils:

The fund proposal provides for stabilizing
the value of world currencies. This is a sub-
Ject that concerns every trading nation, the
United States more than most. When an
American sells abroad, he wants to be assured
that the buyer’s currency will have a con-
stant value in terms of dollars. The reason
is obvious. If, for example, he receives pay-
ment in Mexican pesos, the rate of exchange
will determine the number of dollars he
finally receives for a sale in Mexico. Even
though the terms of the sale call for pay-
ment in dollars, which is not unlikely, the
exporter will still be concerned with the sta-
bility of the peso, since a fluctuation in the
dollar-peso exchange rate will alter the cost
to the Mexican buyer. Specifically, any de=
preciation of Mexican currency raises the
peso cost, possibly to a point where the
Mexican can no longer afford the purchase.

An American exporter, oddly enough, may
be equally concerned with currency stability
in other countries, Holland, for example, in
which he neither sells nor expects to sell,
This interest arises from the fact that pro-
ducers in Holland compete for the same Mex-
ican market, and depreciation of the guilder
would give the exporter in that country an
edge over the American who, on the basis of
efficiency in production and quality of prod-
uct, might be able to hold his own in any
market,



Under the fund proposal, no member may

resort to exchange depreciation .simply to
gain a competitive advantage in world
markets.

The reference is to the Bretton Woods
agreement in which Great Britain par-
ticipated, and which she helped to write.

I read further:

The proposal recognizes, however, that
under certain conditions it may be necessary
to change the value of a currency. For ex-
ample, prices in a given country may remain
relatively high while world prices gemerally
‘decline. If so, the country’s exports will
drop -off and its imports, over the short run,
will tend to imcrease. This situation may
be corrected by a downward adjustment of
the exchange rate which, however, under the
fund proposal will have to be requested by
the country in question and approved by
other members of the world trading com-
munity.

Again that is something which the
British representatives agreed upon.
Yet they say they are not ready at the
moment to subscribe to this Fand; they
say they do not have the money.

I read Turther:

EXCHANGE TRANSACTIONS MUST BE FREE

Among the more important provisions of
the Pund proposal are those relating to the
member's obligation to allow businessmen
maximum freedom to conduct current
transactions across ¥ lines. This
means more than simply allowing an Eng-
lishman who buys in America to pay the ex-
porter in English pounds sterling. Since
the American exporter cannot use pounds
sterling to pay wages or buy raw materials
in the United States, he must be assured
that he can at any time readily convert a
sterling balance in a London bank to dollar
‘balances in his own bank. The problem is
Teversed in certain respects if it Is agreed
that the Englishman will pay in dollars. In
that case, he should be able to buy a dollar
draft on an American bank with an ordi-
nary check drawn in terms of pounds, shil-
lings, and pence against a London bank.

So long as the financial transaction grows
out of current business, the Fund proposal
provides that a member country shall im-
pose no restrictions either on the acquisition
of foreign exchange or on the conversion of
foreign balances into domestic currency.

The Senate can readily see that if a
plan of this nature were put into effect
immediately, many of our postwar trou-
bles would be solved. I am sure that is
why these two proposals received the ap-
proval of the Senate. The Senate did so
because of the geod which would accrue
from them; that action was taken in an
effort to cure the evils which developed
during the war and following it.

Let me refer now to the International
Bank. I wish to repeat that this little
brochure was prepared by the Treasury;
and I challenge any Senator, especially
my good friend the Senator from Arkan-
‘sas [Mr. FoLericET], who took issue with
‘me yesterday, to point to one solitary
word or sentence in this brochure which
would in anywise even intimate that we
were to advance funds other than those
we agreed to subscribe to under this plan.

Mr. President, before referring to the
International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development, let me read one more
Pparagraph about the fund plan:

COOFERATION VERSUS ISOLATION

The essence of the proposed International

Monetary Fund is that it would substitute
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order anfl stability for the dog-eat-dog at-
titude that has in the past characterized in-
ternational currency practices. Order .and
stability in exchange policles are objectives
‘that can be attained not by a single coun-
try working alone but only by the united
-action of all of the 44 countries represented
:at Bretton Woods. Upon the attalnment of
these objectives hinges the realization of the
ultimate goals of mnational policy—high
levels «of employment, rising standards of
Jiving, and economic development, In the
shrunken world of tomorrow, prosperity, like
political security, Hes not in isolation but in
cooperation and mutual understanding.

All of which would be brought about
by this plan which was so strongly ad-
vocated as being a cure for an econom-
ically sick world.

SMr. President, the second proposal
created an International Bank for Re-
construction and Development. Let us
see, according to the Treasury Depart-
ment, what the bank would do:

The International Bank For Recanstruc-
tion and Development, like the International
Monetary Fund, recognizes the need for
world-wide cooperation in monetary .and
financial matters. Both aim at a balanced
‘growth of trade as a means of achieving
high levels of employment and rising stand-
ards of living. Each, however, will have its
own separate function. The fund will be
concerned with orderly, stable exchange rates
and freedom in exchange transactions. The
bank will be concerned with long-range pro-
tective international investment,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. Has it occurred to the
‘Senator that a sum eguivalent to the
proposed loan to Great Britain of
$3.750,000,000 might be used for the pur-
pose of constructing hospitals, for ex-
ample, in this country? In that con-
nection, I should like to ask the Senator
what was the cost of the free hospital
in Louisiana?

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
mean that the money which it is pro-
posed to loan to Great Britain could be
used in this country for such a purpose?

Mr. LANGER. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Oh, certainly; if we
have any money to spare we could use
it in no better way than by spending it
in this country for building and operat-
ing hospitals and clinics to assist in
maintaining a healthy Nation.

Mr. LANGER. I particularly wish to
inquire about the hospital in Louisiana
known as the Memorial Free Hospital,
or some similar name.

Mr. ELLENDER. In Louisiana we
‘’have an institution which was organized
more than 100 years ago by the Sisters
of Charity. While I was a member of
the State Legislature of Louisiana, that
body appropriated certain funds which,
together with funds received by the
State from Washington, were used in
building one of the most modern hos-
pitals in the country. It has a capacity
of approximately 3,600 beds. It is op-
erated by the State of Louisiana, and
in that hospital all persons in the State
who are unable to pay for regular treat-
ment may obtain treatment at no charge
to them. In the hospital patiemts are
treated for virtually all classes of dis-
enses. The doctors connected with the
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‘hospital will perform any kind of an op-
eration which is needed by any citizen
of our State who is unable to pay for
surgical and hospital facilities.

In answer to the Senator’s question as
to 'whether we could spend as much as
$3,750,000,000, or any part thereof, in
constructing similar hespitals in other
parts of the Nation, of course, by answer
is emphatically “Yes.” We could easily

‘do so, and I am very hopeful that, irre-

spective of whether this loan is made or
‘not made, we will continue a program
along the lines suggested in a bill, spon-
sored by the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hnnl and former Senator Burten which
was passed by the Senate about 2 months
‘8go.

Mr. LANGER. I understand that any
citizen of Louisiana who is in need of
medical attention may be taken care of
by the State of Louisiana free of charge.

l\f' ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rec

Mr. LANGER. And the hospital to
which the Senafor has referred has a
capacity of 3,600 free beds?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. That hospital
is located in the city of New Orleans.
We now have a similar hospital in
‘Bhreveport with a capacity of 1,000 beds.
It is modern in every respect. That hos-
pital also is maintained by the State, and
tekes care of the indigent free of charge.
We have another hospital at Lafayette,
‘La., with a capacity of 350 beds, another
one in Pineville, another one in Inde-
pendence, and another one in Monroe,
Those hospitals were constructed and are
maintained in order to take care .of the
medical and surgical requirements of the
people of the State of Louisiana who are
unable to pay for such attention.

Mr. LANGER. And people are taken -
care of regardless of race or color?

Mr. ELLENDER. Absolutely. The
records will show that although the
population of colored people in the city
of New Orleans is 38 percent of the
whole, the number of colored persons
yvho are treated in the charity hospital
in that city aggregates 42 percent or 43
percent of the entire number of persons
who are treated in the hospital. That
fact in itself shows that the colored peo-
ple in that section of the State receive
more free treatment, according to their
population, than do the whites.

Mr. LANGER. How is the basis of
treatment determined? Is there a
board which has jurisdiction over the
matter?

Mr. ELLENDER. The patient who is
to be treated must obtain a certificate
from a doctor stating that he needs hos-
}:Itaﬂmﬂon and that he is unable to pay

or 1t.

Mr. LANGER. Are the doctors paid
by the year?

Mr. ELLENDER. No. The doctor
who regularly prescribes for the patient
may do the treating. For example, a
patient may go to a family physician for
treatment of a particular ailment. He
may be able to pay $2 or $3 for the visit.
The doctor may conclude that the pa-
tient must undergo an operation. If
the circumstances are such that the pa-
tient is unable to pay for the operation,
the doctor merely certifies accordingly.
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The certificate is sent to the hospital and

the patient is taken care of in the hos-

pital free of charge. The expenses not
only in connection with the operation
itself, but in connection with nursing and
other clinical expenses, are taken care of
free of charge to the patient.

Mr. LANGER. And the patient may
select a doctor of his own choosing,
whether colored or otherwise?

Mr. ELLENDER. No. The hospital is
staffed by white doctors. The hospital
has a board of supervisors and a super-
intendent. The superintendent is gen-
erally a physician. Many physicians are
paid on a salary basis to carry on the
work of the hospital. There are also a
number of practitioners in the city of
New Orleans who give their services free
to the hospital, for example, a doctor who
specializes in gynecology, or another doc-
tor who specializes in urology. Such
doctors will be assigned a certain number
of beds wherein patients requiring their
specialty may be cared for free of charge.
There are also a great many internes who
work in the hespital, having been gradu-
ated from the two great medical centers
located on the hospital grounds. One of
them is operated by Tulane University
and the other by the Louisiana State
University. In other words both of those
great medical schools graduate a num-
ber of doctors yearly, and many of them
‘serve as interns at the hospital.

Mr, President, I do not mind answer-
ing the questions propounded by my dis-
tinguished friend from North Dakota, but
I believe we are traveling afar from the
subject matter at issue. I hope that I
may be permitted to continue my re-
marks at some time in the near future.
The hour of 2 o'clock is at hand and I
understand that we are to consider
under a special order the conference re-
port on the airport bill.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read-
ing clerks, communicated to the Senate
the resolutions of the House adopted as a
tribute to the memory of Hon. Harlan
Fiske Stone, Chief Justice of the United
States.

The message announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5604)
reducing or further reducing certain ap-
propriations and contractual authoriza-
tions available for the fiscal year 1946,
and for other purposes; agreed to the
conference asked by the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. Cannon of Mis-
souri, Mr., Luprow, Mr. O'NEaL, Mr.
RapauT, Mr. JornsoN of Oklahoma, Mr.
KERR, Mr. TaseR, Mr. WIGGLESWORTH, and
Mr, DirkseN were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the confer-
ence.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5890)
making appropriations to supply defi-
ciencies in certain appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, and for
prior fiscal years, to provide supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1946, and for other pur-
poses; agreed to the conference asked by
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the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
Cannon of Missouri, Mr. Luorow, Mr.
O'NEaL, Mr. RapAur, Mr. JomnsoN of
Oklahoma, Mr. KErr, Mr. TaBER, Mr.
WiccLESWORTH, and Mr. DIRKSEN were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res.
333) to provide for the reappointment of
Dr. Vannevar Bush as citizen regent of
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian
Institution, and it was signed by the
President pro tempore.

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT—CONFERENCE
REPORT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
hour of 2 o’clock having arrived, under
the unanimous consent agreement the
Senate will proceed to the consideration
of the conference report on the bill (S. 2)
to provide for Federal aid for the de-
velopment, construction, improvement,
and repair of public airports in the
United States, and for other purposes.

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names.; -

The

Alken Hatch O'Dantel
Austin Hawkes O'Mahoney
Ball Hayden Pepper
Bankhead Hickenlooper Radcliffe
Barkley Hill Reed
Brewster Hoey Revercomb
Bridges Huffman Robertson
Briges Johnson, Colo. Russell
Brooks Johnston, 8. C. Saltonstall
Buck Kilgore Shipstead
Bushfield Enowland Smith
Butler La Follette Stanfill
Byrd Langer Stewart
Capehart Lucas Taft
Capper MceCarran Taylor
Carvilie McClellan Thomas, Okla
Cordon McFarland Thomas, Utah
Donnell McEellar Tunnell
Downey McMahon Tydings
Eastland Magnuson ‘Wagner
Ellender Maybank Walsh
Ferguson Menad Wheeler
Fulbright Milikin ‘Wherry
Gerry Mitchell Wiley
Green Moaore ‘Wilson
Guffey Morse Young
Gurney Murdock
Hart Murray

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

Eighty-two Senators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I
submit the conference report on Senate
bill No. 2, known as the airport bill,
The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
report will be read.
The report was read, as follows:
The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 2)
to provide for Federal aid for the develop-
ment, construction, improvement, and re-
pair of public airports in the United States,
and for other purposes, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses as follows:
. That the SBenate recede from 1its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lleu of the

The
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matter proposed to be inserted by the House
amendment insert the following:

“SHORT TITLE

“SectioN 1. This Act may be cited as the
‘Federal Airport Act.’

“PROVISIONS OF GENERAL APPLICATION
“Definitions

“Sec. 2. (a) As used in this Act—

*(1) ‘Administrator’ means the Adminis-
trator of Civil Aeronautics.

*(2) ‘Alrport’ means any area of land or
water which is used, or intended for use,
for the landing and take-off of aireraft, and
any appurtenant areas which are used, or
intended for use, for airport buildings or
other airport facilities or rights-of-way, to-
gether with all airport buildings and facil-
ities located thereon.

“(3) ‘Airport development’ means (A) any
work involved in constructing, improving, or
repairing a public alrport or portion thereof,.
including the construction, alteration, and
repair of airport administrative buildings and
the removal, lowering, relocation, and mark-
ing and lighting of airport hazards, and (B)
any acquisition of land or of any interest
therein, or of any easement through or other
interest In air space, which is necessary to
permit any such work or to remove or miti-
gate, or prevent or limit the establishment
of, airport hazards; but such term does not
include the construction, alteration, or re-
pair of airport hangars,

“(4) ‘Alrport hazard’ means any structure
or object of natural growth located on or in
the vicinity of a public airport, or any use of
land near such airport, which obstructs the
alr space required for the flight of aircraft in
landing or taking off at such airport or is
otherwise hazardous to such landing or
taking off of alrcraft.

“{6) 'Project’ means a project for the ac-
complishment of airport development with
respect to a particular airport.

“(6) ‘Project costs' means any costs in-
volved in accomplishing a project under this
Act, including those of making fleld surveys,
preparation of plans and specifications, su-
pervision and inspection of construction
work, procurement of the accomplishment
of such work by contract, and acquisition of
land or interests therein or easements
through or other interests in alr space, and
also including administrative and other inci-
dental costs incurred specifically in connec-
tion with the accomplishment of a project,
and which would not have been incurred
otherwise.

“(7) ‘Public agency’ means the United
States Government or an agency thereof; a
Btate, the Territory of Alaska, the Territory
of Hawali, or Puerto Rico, or an agency of.
any of them; a municipality or other po-
litical subdivision; or a tax-supported organ-
ization.

“(8) "Public airport’ means any airport
which is used or to be used for public pur-
poses, under the control of a public agency,
the landing area of which is publicly owned.

“(9) ‘Sponsor’ means any public agency
which, either individually or jointly with one
or more other public agencies, submits to the
Administrator, in accordance with this Act,
an application for a grant of funds for'air-
port development.

“(10) 'United States share’ means that
portion of the project costs of approved proj-
ects under this Act which is to bz paid from
appropriations made under authority of this
Act.

“(11) 'Military and naval aircraft' means
alrcraft owned and operated by the United
States Army, the United States Navy, the
United States Coast Guard, or the United
Btates Marine Corps.

“(12) ‘State’ means a State of the United
States or the District of Columbia,

“Airport classifications

“(b) For purposes of this Act, a project
shall be considered one for development of
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an airport of a certain class if upon comple-
tion of the airport development proposed,
the airport so developed would be properly
classifiable as of that class according to the
airport classification standards of the Ad-
ministrator stated in Civil Aeronautics Ad-
ministration Bulletin ‘Airport Design' dated
April 1, 1944.

“IATIONAL AIRPORT FLAN

“Formulation of plan

“Sgc. 8. (a) The Administrator is hereby
authorized and directed to prepare, and re-
vise annually, a national plan for the devel-
opment of public airports in the United
States, including the Territory of Alaska, the
Territory of Hawaii, and Fuerto Rico. Such
plan shall specify, in terms of general loca-
tion and type of development, the projects
considered by the Administrator to be neces-
sary to provide a system of public airports
adeguate to anticipate and meet the needs of
civil aeronautics. In formulating and revis-
ing such plan, the Administrator shall take
into account the needs of both air com=-
merce and private fiying, the probable tech-
nological developments in the science of
aeronautics, the probable growth and re-
quirements of civil aeronautics, and such
other considerations as he may deem appro-
priate, and shall, to the extent feasible, con=-
sult, and give consideration to the views
and recommendations of, the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, the States, the Territories, and
Puerto Rico, and their political subdivisions,
and shall, to the extent feasible, consult, and
give consideration to the views and recom-
mendations of, the Federal Communications
Commission, and shall make all reasonable
efforts to cooperate with that Commission
for the purpose of eliminating, preventing,
or minimizing airport hazards caused by con-
struction or operation of any radio station.
In carrying out this section the Adminis-
trator is authorized to make such surveys,
studies, examinations, and investigations as
he may deem necessary.

“Consultation with War and Navy
Departments

“(b) In carrying out this section the Ad-
ministrator shall also consider the views and
recommendations of the War and Navy De-
partments to the end that the airport devel-
opment included in such plan may be as
useful for national defense as is feasible, and
shall ascertain from such Departments the
extent to which military and naval airports
and airport facilities will be available for
civil use. The War and Navy Departments
shall consider the views and recommenda-
tions of the Administrator to the end that
military and naval airports and airport facil-
ities may be made available for civil use to
such extent as is feasible.

“FEDERAL-AID AIRPORT PROGRAM

“Src! 4. In order to bring about, in con=-
formity with the national airport plan pre-
pared and from time to time revised as pro-
vided in this Act, the .establishment of a
Nation-wide system of public airports ade-
guate to meet the present and future needs
of civil aeronautics, the Administrator is au-
thorized, within the limits of available ap-
propriations made therefor by the Congress,
to make grants of funds to sponsors for air=-
port development as hereinafter provided.

“APPROFRIATIONS

“Appropriation for preliminary expenses

*Sec. 5. (a) In addition to amounts herein-
after authorized to be appropriated for ad-
ministrative expenses, the sum of $3,000,000
is hereby authorized to be appropriated im«-
mediately upon the enactment of this Act
for expenses of preliminary planning and sur-
veys incident to the initiation of the airport
program provided for by this Act, including
administrative expenses, which sum shall re=
main available until expended,
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“Annual appropriations for projects in States

“(b) For the purpose of carrying out this
Act with respect to projects In the several
States, annual appropriations amounting in
the aggregate to $500,000,000 are hereby au-
thorized to be made to the Administrator
over a period of seven fiscal years, beginning
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, The
appropriation for any such fiscal year shall
not exceed $100,000,000 and shall remain
available until June 30, 1953, unless sooner
expended. Not to exceed 5 per centum of any
such annual appropriation, as specified in
the Act making such appropriation, shall be
available to the Administrator for necessary
planning and research and for administrative
expenses incident to the administration of
this Act in the several States; except that if
5 per centum of the appropriation for any
fiscal year is less than $3,500,000, or if there
is no appropriation for such fiscal year, not to
exceed $3,500,000 in the aggregate may he
made available to the Administrator, for such
fiscal year, for such planning and research
and administrative expenses, Any amounts
made available to the Administrator for such
planning and research and administrative
expenses shall be deducted for purposes of
determining the amounts available for grants
for projects in the several States,

“Annual appropriations jfor projects in
Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico

“{e) For the purpose of carrying out this
Act with respect to projects in the Territories
of Alaska and Hawall, and in Puerto Rico, an-
nual appropriations amounting in the aggre-
gate to $20,000,000 are hereby authorized to
be made to the Administrator over a period
of seven fiscal years beginning with the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1947. The appropria-
tion for any such fiscal year shall remain
available until June 30, 1953, unless sooner
expended. Not to exceed 5 per centum of any
such annual appropriation, as specified in the
Act making such appropriation, shall be avail-
able to the Administrator for necessary plan-
ning and research and for administ-ative ex-
penses incident to the administration of this
Act with respect to projects in the Territories
of Alaska anu Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico;
and the amount so available shall be deducted
from such appropriation for purposes of de-
termining the amount thereof available for
grants for projects therein. Of the total
amount available for such grants, 50 per
centum shall be available for projects in the
Territory of Alaska, 25 per centum shall be
available for projects in the Territory of
Hawaii, and 25 per centum shall be available
for projects in Puerto Rico.

“Administrative expenses

“(d) As used in this section, the term ‘ad-
ministrative expenses’ includes expenses un=
der this Act of the character specified in
section 204 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of
1938, as amended (U. 8. C., 1940 edition, title
49, sec. 424). :

“DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR PROJECTS
IN STATES

“Apportionment of junds

“Sec. 8. (a) As soon as possible after any
appropriation is made under section 5 (b),
75 per centum of the amount thereof avail-
able for grants for projects in the several
States shall be apportioned by the Adminis-
trator among the several States, one-half in
the proportion which the population of each
State bears to the total population of all the
States, and one-half in the proportion which
the area of each State bears to the total area
of all the States. All sums so apportioned
for a State shall be available only to pay the
United States share of the allowable project
costs of approved projects located in that
State, or sponsored by that State or some
public thereof but located in an ad-
Joining State. Upon making an apportion=
ment as provided'in this subsection, the Ad-
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ministrator shall Inform the executive head
of each State, and any public agency which
has requested such information, as to the
sums apportioned for each State. As used in
this subsection the term ‘population’ means
the population according to the latest de-
cennial census of the United States and the
term ‘area’ includes both land and water.

“Discretionary fund

“(b) (1) All moneys appropriated under
section 5 (b) which are available for grants
for projects in the several States, and which
are not apportioned as provided in subsec-
tion (a) of this section, shall constitute a
discretionary fund.

" 4(2) The moneys in such discretionary
fund shall be available to pay the United
States share of the allowable project costs of
such approved projects in the several States
as the Administrator may deem most appro-
priate for carrying out the national airport
plan, regardless of the Btates in which they
are located. The Administrator shall glve
consideration, in determining the projects for
which the moneys in such fund are to be so
used, to the existing airport facilities in the
several States and to the need for or lack of
development of airport facilities in the sev-
eral States.

“(3) The moneys in such discretionary
fund shall also be available to pay the United
Btates share of the allowable project costs of
such approved projects in national parks and
national recreation areas, national monu-
ments, and national forests, sponsored by the
United States or any agency thereof, as the
Administrator may deem appropriate for car-
rying out the national airport plan; but no
other funds appropriated under authority of
this act shall be available for such purpose.
The sponsor's share of the project costs of
any such approved project shall be paid only
out of funds contributed to the sponsor for
the purpose of paying such costs (receipt of
which funds and their use for this purpose
is hereby authorized) or appropriations spe-
cifically authorized therefor.

“AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR FPROJECTS IN
ALASKA, HAWAII, AND PUERTO RICO

“gec. 7. All funds available for grants for
projects in the Territory of Alaska, in the
Territorly of Hawalil, or in Puerto Rico, re-
spectively, shall be available to pay the
United States share of the allowable project
costs of such approved projects therein as the
Administrator may deem most appropriate
for carrying out the national airport plan.

“CONDITION PRECEDENT TO DEVELOPMENT OF
LARGER AIRPORTS

“Sec. 8. At least 2 months prior to the
close of each fiscal year, the Administrator
shall submit to the Congress a request for
authority to undertake during the next fiscal
year those of the projects for the develop-
ment of class 4 and larger airports, Included
in the then current revision of the national
airport plan formulated by him under this
act, which, in his opinion, should be under-
taken during that fiscal year, together with
an estimate of the Federal funds required to
pay the United States share of the allowable
project costs of such projects. In determin-
ing which projects to include in such a re-
quest, the Administrator shall consider,
among other things, the relative aeronau-
tical need for and urgency of the projects
included in the plan and the likelihood of
securing satisfactory sponsorship of such
projects. In granting any funds that there-
after may be appropriated to pay the United
Btates share of allowable project costs during
the next fiscal year, the Administrator may
consider such appropriation as granting the
authority requested unless a contrary intent
shall have been manifested by the Congress
by law or by concurrent resclution, and no
such grants shall be made unless so au-
thorized,
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“SUBMISSION AND APFROVAL OF PROJECTS
“Submission

“Sec. 9. (a) Subject to the provisions of
subsections (b) and (c) of this section, any
public agency, or two or more public agen-
cies eeting jointly, may submit to the Ad-
ministrator a project application in such
form, and containing such supporting in-
formation, as may be prescribed by the Ad-
ministrator and setting forth the airport de-
velopment proposed to be undertaken. No
project application shall propose airport de-
velopment other than that included in the
then current revision of the national airport
plan formulated by the Administrator under
this Act, and all such proposed development
shall be in accordance with standards es-
tablished by the Administrator, including
standards for site location, airport layout,
grading, drainage, seeding, paving, lighting,
and safety of approaches.
“Applications by public agencies whose

powers are limited by State law

“(b) Nothing in this Act shall authorize
the submission of a project application by
any municipality or other public agency
which is subject to the law of any State if the
submission of such project application by
such municipality or other public agency is
prohibited by the law of such State. i

“Applications by Federal agencies

“{c) Nothing in this Act shall authorize
the submission of a project application by
the United States or any agency thereof, ex-
cept in the case of a project in the Territory
of Alaska, the Territory of Hawali, or Puerto
Rico, or in a national park or national recre~
ation area, a nati monument, or & na-
tional forest.

“Approval

“(d) All such projects shall be subject to
the approval of the Administrator, which ap-
proval shall be given only if, at the time of
approval, funds are available for payment of
the United States share of the allowable
project costs, and only If he is satisfied that
the project will contribute to the accom-
plishment of the purposes of this Act, that
sufficient funds are available for that por-
tion of the project costs which is not to be
paid by the United Btates under this act,
that the project will be completed without
undue delay, that the public agency or pub-
lic agencies which submitted the project
application have legal authority to engage in
the “airport development as proposed, and
that all project sponsorship requirements
prescribed by or under the authority of this
Act have been or will be met. No project
shall be approved by the Administrator with
respect to any airport unless a public agency
holds good title, satisfactory to the Admin-
istrator, to the landing area of such airport
or the site therefor, or gives assurance satis-
factory to the Administrator that such title
will be acquired.

“Hearings

“(e) Project applications shall be matters
of public record in the office of the Admin-
istrator. Any public agency, person, asso-
ciation, firm, or corporation having a sub-
stantial interest in the disposition of any
application by the Administrator may file
with the Administrator a memorandum in
support of or in opposition to such applica-
tion; and any such agency, person, associa-
tion, firm, or corporation shall be accorded,
upon request, & public hearing with respect
to the location of any airport the develop-
ment of which is proposed. The Administra-
tor is authorized to prescribe regulations
governing such public hearings, and such
regulations may prescribe a reasonable time
within which requests for public hearings
shall be made and such other reasonable re-
quirements as may be necessary to avold un-
due delay In disposing of project applications.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

“UNITED STATES SHARE OF FROJECT COSTS
“General provision i
“Sec. 10. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b), (c), and (d) of this section,
the United States share payable on account
of any approved project under this Act shall
be—

“(1) in the case of a project for the devel-
opment of a class 3 or smaller airport, 50 per
centum of the allowable project costs of the
project;

“(2) in the case of a project for the de-
velopment of a class 4 or larger airport, such
portion of the allowable project costs of the
project (not to exceed 50 per centum) as the
Administrator may deem appropriate for
carrying out the provisions of this Act.

“Profects in Public Land States

*(b) In the case of any State containing
unappropriated and unreserved public lands
and nontaxable Indian lands (individual and
tribal) exceeding 5§ per centum of the total
area of all lands therein, the United States
share under subsection (a) (1), and the
maximum United States share under sub-
section (a) (2), shall be increased by which-
ever is the smaller of the following percent-
ages thereof: (1) 256 per centum, or (2) a
percentage equal to one-half the percentage
that the area of all such lands in such State
is of its total area.

“Projects in Alaska

*{c) The United States share payable on
account of any approved project in the Terri-
tory of Alaska shall be such portion of the
allowable project costs of the project (not
less than 50 per centum In the case of a
class 3 or smaller airport, and not to exceed
75 per centum in the case of an airport of
any class) as the Administrator may deem
appropriate for carrying out the provisions of
this Act.

“Acquisitions of land and interests in air

space

“(d) To the extent that the project costs
of an approved project represent the cost of
acquiring land or interests therein or ease-
ments through or other interests in air space,
the United States share (1) in the case of a
project for the development of a class 3 or
smaller airport, shall be 25 per centum of
the allowable costs of such acquisition, and
(2) in the case of a project for the develop-
ment of a class 4 or larger airport, shall be
not to exceed 25 per centum of the allowable
costs of such acquisition.

“PROJECT SPONSORSHIP

“Sec. 11. As a condition precedent to his
approval of a project under this Act, the
Administrator shall receive assurances in
writing, satisfactory to him, that—

“{1) the airport to which the project re-
lates will be avallable for public use on fair
and reasonable terms and without unjust
discrimination;

*(2) such airport and all facilities thereon
or connected therewith will be suitably oper-
ated and maintained, with due regard to
climatic and flood conditions;

*{3) the aerial approaches to such airport
will be adequately cleared and protected by
removing, lowering, relocating, marking, or
lighting or otherwise mitigating existing air-
port hazards and by preventing the establish-
ment or creation of future airport hazards;

“(4) all the facilities of the airport de-
veloped with Federal aid and all those usable
for the landing and take-off of aircraft will
be available to the United States for use by
military and naval alrcraft in common with
other aircraft at all times without charge,
except, if the use by military and naval air-
craft shall be substantial, a reasonable share,
proportional to such use, of the cost of oper-
ating and maintaining the facilities so used;

“(5) the airport operator or owner will
furnish to any civil agency of the Govern-
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ment, without charge (except for light, heat,
Janitor service, and similar facilities and serv-
ices at the reasonable cost thereof), such
space in airport buildings as may be reason-
ably adequate for use in connection with any
air trafic control activities, or weather-
reporting activities and communications ac-
tivities related to air traffic control, which
such agency may deem it necessary to estab-
lish and maintain at the airport;

“(6) all project accounts and records will
be kept in accordance with a standard system
of accounting prescribed by the Administrator
after consultatlon with appropriate public
agencles;

“(7) the airport operator or owner will
submit to the Administrator such annual or
special airport financial and operations re-
ports as the Administrator may reasonably
request; and

“{8) the airport and all airport records will
be available for inspection by any duly au-
thorized agent of the Administrator upon
reasonable request,

To insure compliance with this section, the
Administrator shall prescribe such project
sponsorship requirements, consistent with
the terms of this Act, as he may deem neces-
sary. Among other steps to insure such com-
pliance the Administrator is authorized to
enter into contracts with public agencies, on
behalf of the United States.

“GRANT AGREEMENTS

“Sec. 12. Upon approving a project the Ad-
ministrator, on behalf of the United States,
shall transmit to the sponsor or sponsors of
the project an offer to pay the United States
share of the allowable project costs of such
project. Any such offer shall be made upon
such terms, and subject to such conditions,
as the Administrator may deem necessary to
meet the requirements of this Act and the
regulations prescribed thereunder. Each such
offer shall state a definite amount as the
maximum obligation of the United States
payable from funds appropriated under au-
thority of this Act, and shall stipulate the
obligations to be assumed by the sponsor
or sponsors of the project. If and when any
such offer is accepted in writing by the spon-
sor or sponsors to which it is made, such
offer and acceptance shall comprise a grant
agreement constituting an obligation of the
United States and of the sponsor or spon-
sors so accepting, and thereafter the amount
stated In the accepted offer as the maximum
obligation of the United States under such
grant agreement shall not be increased. Un-
less and until such a grant agreement has
been executed with respect to a project, the
United States shall not pay, nor be obligated
to pay, any portion of the project costs which
have been or may be incurred in carrying
out that project.

“ALLOWABLE PROJECT COSTS

“Skc. 13. Except as provided in section 14,
the United States shall not pay, or be obli-
gated to pay, from amounts appropriated
to carry out the provisions of this Act, any
portion of a project cost incurred in carry-
ing out a project unless the Administrator
has first determined that such cost is allow-
able. A project cost shall be allowable if—

*“(1) it was a necessary cost incurred in
accomplishing airport development in con-
formity with approved plans and specifica-
tions for an approved project and with the
terms and conditions of the grant agreement
entered into in connection with such project;

“(2) it was Incurred subsequent to the
execution of the grant agreement with re-
spect to the project, and in connection with
airport development accomplished under such
project after the execution of such grant
agreement: Provided, however, That the al-
lowable costs of a project may include any
necessary costs of formulating the project
(including those of field surveys and the
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preparation of plans and specificatlons, in-
cluding costs of acquiring land or interests
therein or easements through or other in-
terests in air space, and including any nec-
essary administrative or other incidental costs
Incurred by the sponsor specifically in con=-
nection with the accomplishment of the
project, which would not have been in-
curred otherwise) which were incurred sub-
sequent to the enactment of this Act; and
“(8) it is reasonable in amount, in the
opinion of the Administrator: Provided,
That if the Administrator determines that
a project cest is unreasonable in amount, he
ghall allow, as an allowable project cost un=-
der this section, only such amount of such
project cost as he determines to be reason-
able and no project costs in excess of the
definite amount stated in the grant agree-
ment shall be allowable,
The Administrator is authorized to prescribe
such regulations, including regulations with
respect to the auditing of project costs, as
he may deem necessary to effectuate the pur-
poses of this section.

“PAYMENTS

“Sgc. 14. The Administrator, after con-
sultation with the sponsor or sponsors with
which a grant agreement has been entered
into, shall determine at what times, and
in what amounts, payments shall be made
under this Act. The aggregate of such pay-
ments at any time with respect to a par-
ticular project shall not exceed a percentage
of the project costs of the airport develop-
ment which has been performed up to that
time (and which the sponsor or sponsors to
which the payments are to be made certify
to have been performed in accordance witn
the approved plans and specification for
such project), equal to the percentage of the
allowable project costs of the project de-
termined to be the United States share of
such costs; and if the Administrator shall
determine at any time that the aggregate
of such payments exceeds the United States
share of the allowable project costs of such
project the United States shall be entitled
to recover such excess. Such payments
shall be made to such official or officials or
depository, authorized by law to receive pub-
lic funds, as may be designated by the sponsor
or sponsors entitled to such payments.

“PERFORMANCE OF CONSTRUCTION WORK
“Regulations of the Administrator

“Sgc. 15. (a) The construction work on
any approved project shall be subject to in-
spection and approval by the Administrator
and in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by him, Such regulations shall re-
quire such cost and progress reporting by
the sponsor or sponsors of such project as
the Administrator shall deem necessary. No
such regulation shall have the effect of al-
tering any contract in connection with any
project entered into without actual notice
of the regulation.

“Minimum rates of wages

“(b) All contracts for work on projects ap-
proved under this Act which involves labor
shall contain provisions establishing mini-
mum rates of wages, to be predetermined by
the Secretary of Labor, which contractors
shall pay to skilled and unskilled labor, and
such minimum rates shall be stated in the
invitation for bids and shall be included in
proposals or bids for the work.

“Other provisions as to labor

“(e) All contracts for work on projects
approved under this Act which involves labor
shall contain such provisions as are necessary
to insure (1) that no convict labor shall be
employed; and (2) that in the employment
of labor {except in executive, administrative,
and supervisory poesitions), preference shall
be given, where they are qualified, to indi-
viduals who have served as persons in the
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military service of the Unilted States (as
defined in section 101 (1) of the Soldiers’
and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940), and who
have been honorably discharged from such
service: Provided, That such preference shall
apply only where such labor is available and
qualified to perform the work to which the
employment relates.
“USE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED LANDS
“Requests for use

“Sec. 16. (a) Whenever the Administrator
determines that use of any lands owned or
controlled by the United States is reasonably
necessary for carrying out a project under
this Act, or for the.operation of any public
alrport, he shall file with the head of the
department or agency having control of such
lands a request that such property interest
therein as he may deem necessary be con-
veyed to the public agency sponsoring the

project in question or owning or controlling -

the airport. Such property interest may
consist of the title to or any other interest
in land or any easement through or other
interest in air space.

“Making of conveyances

*“(b) Upon receipt of a request from the
Administrator under this section, the head
of the department or agency having control
of the lands in question shall determine
whether the requested conveyance is incon-
sistent with the needs of the department or
agency, and shall notify the Administrator of
his determination within a period of four
months after receipt of the Administrator's
request, If such department or agency head
determines that the requested conveyance is
not inconsistent with the needs of that de-
partment or agency, such department or
agency head 1s hereby authorized and
directed, with the approval of the President
and the Attorney General of the United
States, and without any expense to the
United States, to perform any acts and to
execute any instruments necessary fo make
the conveyance requested; but each such
conveyance shall be made on the condition
that the property interest conveyed shall
automatically revert to the United States in
the event that the lands in question are not
developed, or cease to be used, for alrport
purposes,

“REIMBURSEMENT FOR DAMAGE BY FEDERAL

AGENCIES TO FUBLIC AIRFORTS

“Submission and determination of claims

“Sec. 17. (a) Relmbursement shall be made
to public agencles, as provided in this section,
for the necessary rehabilitation or repair of
public airports heretofore or hereafter sub=
stantially damaged by any Federal agency.
The Administrator is authorized on behalf of
the United States to consider, ascertain,
adjust, and determine in accordance with
regulations he shall prescribe pursuant to
this section, any claim submitted by any pub-
lic agency for reimbursement of the cost of
necessary rehabilitation or repair of a public
airport, under the control or management of
such public agency, substantially damaged by
any Federal agency.

“Certification of claims to Congress

“(b) Such amount as may be found to be
due to any claimant under this section shall
be certified by the Administrator to Congress
as a claim against the United States, and ap-
propriations for payment of such claims are
hereby authorized to be made, Such certifi-
cation shall include a brief statement of the
character of each claim, the amount claimed,
and the amount allowed,

“Limitation on submission of claims

“(e) No claim shall be considered by the
Administrator pursuant to this section unless
such claim has been presented to him within
six months after the cccurrence of the dam-
age upon which the claim is based, except
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that in case of damage caused by operations
of a military nature during time of war such
notice may be filed within sixty days after®
termination of the war.

“REPORTS TO CONGRESS

“Sec. 18. On or before the third day of
January of each year the Administrator shaill
make a report to the Congress describing his
operations under this Act during the preced-
ing fiscal year, including detailed statements
of the airport development accomplished, the
status of each project undertaken, the alloca-
tion of appropriations, and itemized state-
ments of expenditures and receipts, and
setting forth his recommendations, if any,
for legislation amending or supplementing
this Act.

“FALSE STATEMENTS

“Sec. 19. Any officer, agent, or employee
of the United States, or any officer, agent,
or employee of any public agency, or any
person, association, firm, or corporation who
shall knowingly make any false statement,
false representation, or false report as to the
character, quality, quantity, or cost of the
material used or to be used, or the guantity
or quality of the work performed or to be
performed, or the costs thereof, in connec-
tion with the submission of plans, maps,
speoifications, contracts, or estimates of
project costs for any project submitted to the
Administrator for approval under this Act or
shall knowingly make any false statement,
false representation, or false report or claim
for work or materials for any project approved
by the Administrator under this Act, or shall
knowingly make any false statement or false
representation in any report required to be
made under this Act, with the intent to
defraud the United States shall, upon con-
viction thereof, be punished by imprison-
ment for not to exceed 5 years or by a fine
of not to exceed 810,000, or by both such fine
and imprisonment.

“EXISTING AIRPORT PROGRAMS

“Sec. 20. Nothing in this Aet shall affect
the carrying out of the program for the de-
velopment of public landing areas necessary
for national defense, authorized by the De-
partment of Commerce Appropriation Act,
1946, or the program for the development of
civil landing areas, authorized by the First
Supplemental National Defense Appropria-
tion Act, 1944, which programs shall be ad-
ditional to the Federal-aid airport program
authorized by this Act.”

And the House agree to the same. .

Amend the title so as to read “An Act to
provide Federal aid for the development of
public airports.”

PAaT MCCARRAN,
JoHN OVERTON,
WaRREN G. MAGNUSON,
‘GEORGE L. RADCLIFFE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
A. L, BULWINKLE,
CLARENCE F, LEA,
VIRGIL CHAPMAN,
LyYLE H. BoREN,
CHas. A, WOLVERTON,
PEHr G. HoLMES,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in
order that the Senate may have a brief
view of the conference report, it seems
to me entirely proper to make a very
short statement.

When the bill was before the Senate
some controversial questions were in-
volved. One controversial question was
settled by the amendment known as the
Brewster amendment. Those of us who
drafted the.bill and guided it through
committee in its various stages favored
granting 65 percent of the money ap-
propriated each year, to be channeled
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to the States for the smaller airports,
and 35 percent to be channeled to mu-
nicipalities for the larger airports. That
view was not accepted by the Senate.
The Brewster amendment was adopted,
which provided for a channeling of the
money to the States alone.

The conference report is a compromise
of all the various contentions. It takes
care of the States in that it provides that
the moneys may be channeled to the
States. It takes care of the municipali-
ties, in that it provides that the moneys
may be channeled to the municipalities;
and then it provides for what some have
chosen to term States’ rights; in other
words, if a State determines that the
money shall be channeled through State
authorities only, the conference report
takes care of that situation. It provides
that a State may ordain by its legisla-
tive procedure that the Federal money
for airports shall be channeled through
the State only; and in that event the
Federal share will be channeled through
the State only.

Until that time, in order that airports
may go forward with expedition—be-
cause, after all, airports are constructed
by municipalities—the bill provides that
either the State or a municipalily may
deal directly with the Federal Govern-
ment, the Federal Government contrib-
uting dollar for dollar. That is, the Fed-
eral Government contributes dollar for
dollar for the construction of airports of
classes 1,2, and 3. The Civil Aeronautics
Administration, acting for the Federal
Government, will contribute dollar for
dollar with a municipality or a State for
the construction of airports of those
classes.

For the construction of airports of the
larger classes, classes 4 and 5, the bill
now provides that the Civil Aeronautics
Administration may contribute dollar for
dollar. In other words, it may contribute
50 percent. The reason for placing that
provision in the bill was so that in the
case of the larger airports, the cost of
which runs into many millions of dollars,
the Federal Government, acting through
the Civil Aeronautics Administration,
may eXercise its judgment for the pro-
tection of Federal money. Im the con-
struction of a $50,000,000 or $75,000,000
airport it may be deemed improper for
the Federal Government to put up dollar
for dollar. It may contribute a lesser
sum. In every instance of an airport of
class 4 or class 5, the Civil Aeronautics
Administration must bring the matter to
the attention of Congress. In other
words, for the protection of Federal
money, appropriations for class 4 or class
5 airports must pass through the Appro-
priations Committees of both Houses.

The reason for the provision is obvious.
Let me use the LaGuardia Airport as
an example. It is one of the greatest
airports in the world, if not the greatest.
Its cost was in excess of $50,000,000.
Another airport is to be constructed in
New York which will cost, so we are in-
formed, between $60,000,000 and $75,-
000,000. We thought that it would be
improper for the Federal Government to
be held responsible for 50 percent of the
cost of construction of such airports
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when they are constructed by great
municipalities, and when the property
occupied by the airport may bhe of great
value. We tried to safeguard in every
way the Federal money which may go
into the construction of such airports.
We have safeguarded the States, so that
States may build airports. We have
safeguarded States’ rights, so that the
States may say that all money contrib-
uted by the Federal Government shall
be channeled through the States. We
provide that a State may, by legislation,
say that a municipality may not deal
directly with the Federal Government,
but that all money for airports must
be channeled through the State. That
is a sufficient explanation to begin with,
as regards that point of contention.

We now come to another point—

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Manoxw in the chair)., Does the Senator
from Nevada yield to the Senator from
Arkansas?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the manner in
which the State is to participate to be
determined by an act of the State legis-
lature?

Mr.; McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr., AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Did I correctly under-
stand the Senator to say that 75 percent
of the appropriation will be handled
through the States in any event?

Mr. McCARRAN. No; I did not say
that.

Mr, AIKEN. That is what I wished to
make clear.

Mr. McCARRAN. I did not say that.
We define sponsors as being States or
municipalities. So the State or the mu-
nicipality may construct an airport, and
may deal directly with the Federal Gov-
ernment. If the airport is a class 1,
class 2, or class 3 airport, the Federal
Government, if it contributes at all, will
contribute 50 percent. If it is of the
fourth or fifth class, the Federal Gov-
ernment may contribute 50 percent or
it may contribute less.

Mr. ATKEN. Then, the Federal Gov-
ernment determines on which airports
the money shall be spent, unless the
States enact legislation requiring the
money to be channeled through the
States; is that correct?

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. If
the State government directs that mu-
nicipalities within the State shall not
deal with the Federal Government in re-
gard to this matter, but that the State
alone shall deal with the Federal Gov-
ernment, then the Federal Government
will deal with the State.

Mr. ATKEN. And that would not re-
duce the allocation to the State in any
way?

Mr. McCARRAN. Not at all.

Mr. AIKEN. But as it is now, the
Federal Government may deal with the
municipality, regardless of the size of
the airport; may it?

Mr. McCARRAN. Except as to air-
ports of the fourth or fifth class.
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Mr. AIKEN. Yes.

Mr. McCARRAN. As to airports of
the fourth or fifth class, which are the
larger airports, the Federal Government
may deal with a municipality, but it may
limit its contribution to less than 50 per-
cent. I tried to explain the reason. I
shall go into it further if the Senator
did not understand my explanation.

Mr. ATKEN. Very well.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., McCARRAN. 1 yield.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Is there any differ-
ence between an allocation directly from
the Federal Government to the State
and an allocation under a law enacted
by a State for the purpose of participat-
ing?

Mr. McCARRAN. Let us suppose that
right now a city in the Senator’s State
of Ohio wanted an airport. It would
negotiate with the Civil Aeronautics Ad-
ministration, and the Civil Aeronautics
Administration would make an estimate
of the cost of constructing the airport
and would contribute 50 percent of that
amount, if the airport were of the first,
second, or third class. If it were of the
fourth or fifth class, which are the
larger classes, the Federal Government,
acting through the Civil Aeronautics Ad-
ministration, would be required to come
to the Congress and obtain a specific
appropriation of that sum of money.
That is in the case of a municipality,
mind you. It may act now.

Mr. HUFFMAN. It may act now
without any State legislation?

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes; without any
State legislation whatever.

The reason for that is that we find
that today very few of the States, if any,
have either legislation or preparations
made to go forward with these airports.
We find that, up to now, practically all
airports have been constructed by mu-
nicipalities.

Let me refer to the Senator's own
State of Ohio, and to the city of Cleve-
land. The city of Cleveland has its air-
ports. It either issued bonds for their
construction or it taxed itself or by other
means it raised the money needed to
build those airports, together with Fed-
eral aid; and it will do so again. I doubt
very much whether, today, if a city in
the southern end of the Senator's State
wished to build an airport, it could tax
the whole State to obtain funds with
which to build it.

I doubt very much whether the city
of Cleveland would join in such a move-~
ment. In other words, to explain what
I am trying to point out, let me say that
the municipalities build these airports.
They tax themselves for that purpose.
It is only in very rare cases, if at all, that
a State builds airports. That was our
experience over a period of years.

So we wished to have this program go
forward; and we said that the mu-
nicipalities—meaning municipalities or
cities, as the case may be—may now
come to the Federal Government and
may say, “We are ready to build an
airport. Will you make a survey of it
and estimate how much it will cost and
how much you will give us, dollar for
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dollar?” Then the Civil Aeronautics
Administration makes the survey and
determines the cost.

Have I answered the question?

Mr. HUFFMAN, In other words, the
municipalities of the various States can
now participate in direct allocations
without any further legislation by the
States themselves?

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct in
part; but it is not altogether correct,
because the State of Ohio, if it saw fit
to do so, could now build an airport and
could come to the Federal Government
and say, “We want Federal aid.”

Mr. HUFFMAN. Could Federal aid be
given direetly to the State?

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes, because we de-
fine a sponsor as a State, city, county,
or other legal subdivision.

Mr. HUFFMAN. What is to be the
basis of the allocation of the funds to
the various municipalities?

Mr., McCARRAN. It is based on the
area and the population.

Mr. HUFFMAN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I do
not think the Senator from Nevada
wishes to let that answer stand. Did I
correctly understand him to say that it
is limited to the various municipalities?
The Sznator meant to say “to the vari-
ous States, on the basis of population,”
I am sure.

Mr. McCARRAN. That was the ques-
tion of the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BREWSTER. I thought the Sen-
ator used the word “municipalities.”

Mr. McCARRAN. No; I think I said
“the allocations to the States.” In other
words, the CAA allocates the money to
the Stetes on the basis of population
and area.

Mr. BREWSTER. As to 75 percent.
Twenty-five percent is discretionary, to
go to any State, according as the CAA
deems best under the proposal.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. A
discretionary fund is to be taken out of
the whole fund and is to be held by the
CAA, so that the CAA may balance up
the matter in some particular State or
locality, or may use it where there is no
municipality.

Mr. HUFFMAN. But, according to
the distinguished Senator from Maine,
the allocation is to the State, not to the
muniecipality; is that correct? Is that
the correction which the Senator wished
to make?

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct; it
is allocated to the State.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. EREWSTER. I did not intend to
say that it is allocated to the various
States on the basis of one-half accord-
ing to population and one-half accord-
ing to area. But under the conference
report, when the money actually goes
out, it goes to any municipalities——

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. BREWSTER. That is the case as
to 75 percent of the funds. Twenty-five
percent is reserved as a discretionary
fund which may go to any State. In
other words, theoretically the State of
Ohip might get the entire 25 percent.
Again, that is limited exclusively on a
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municipal basis, rather than a State
basis, when the arrangement is actually
made. Is not that a correct statement?

Mr, McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. HUFFMAN. That was my under-
standing. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. As I understand
the Senator, under the conference re-
port as it now stands, the allocations can
be made directly to States, counties,
municipalities, and—as I believe the
Senator from Nevada said—other sub-
divisions of government.

Mr. McCARRAN. Legal subdivisions.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Would that in-
clude port districts? I ask that ques-
tion in order that the record may be
clear, because many States have port dis-
tricts which include airports. In the
Senator’s opinion, would that include
legal port districts maintained by the
various States as legal subdivisions?

Mr, McCARRAN. Yes. On page 2 of
the report it is stated:

(7) “Public agency” means the United
States Government or an agency thereof; a
State, the Territory of Alaska, the Territory
of Hawail, or Puerto Rico, or an agency of
any of them; a municipality or other politi-

cal subdivision; or a tax-supported organiza-
tion.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. 1Iyield.

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to ask the
able Senator from Nevada a question.
In the event the conference report is not
adopted, what will be the next move from
the standpoint of the parliamentary
situation?

Mr. McCARRAN. I am glad the Sen-
ator raises that point because I wish to
bring it to the attention of the Senate.
In order to answer the Senator’s ques-
tion, I should like to discuss the point
for a moment.

Mr. LUCAS. Let me say that I ask the
question on the basis of a telegram which
Ishall read into the REcorp in due course.

Mr. McCARRAN. In order to give a
full answer to the Senator's question, let
me say that the conference report must,
under the rule, be either accepted or re-
jected as a whole. It cannot be amended.
If it is rejected, then those who vote to
reject it—and I say this with no desire
whatever to criticize—will vote an air-
port program out of business, so far as
I have any knowledge whatever.

Mr. BREWSTER. . Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN., 1 yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. I feel very confi-
dent that the Senator from Nevada is
misinformed as to the parliamentary
situation.

As I am advised by the Parliamen-
tarian, if the conference report is re-
jected, there are four motions which then
will be in order. One of them will be a
motion to amend the House amendment
as it would then be before us. Such an
amendment is now prepared and can be
adopted immediately, and the measure
1r;:ism go back to the House of Representa-
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I shall ask to have the Presiding Officer
confirm my statement, if there is any
question about the parliamentary situa-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
MaHoON in the chair). The Chair is ad-
vised by the Parliamentarian that in the
event the conference report is rejected
the following motions with respect to the
House amendment, having precedence in
the order named, may be made:

First. A motion to refer the amend-
ment to a standing committee.

Second. A motion to amend the
amendment, which, for the purpose of
amendment, is regarded as an original
text, not an amendment in the first
degree.

A substitute amendment is in order;
but perfecting amendments are in order,
being in the second degree, and take
precedence over the substitute.

An amendment to the House amend-
ment would take precedence over per-
fecting amendments to the substitute.

Third. A motion to agree to the House
amendment,

Fourth. A motion to further disagree
to the House amendment and ask for a
further conference.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. McCARRAN. Is it not true that
this conference report must, in the first
instance, either be accepted or rejected
by a vote of the Senate as a whole?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question the Chair answered was predi-
cated on the rejection of the conference
report. The Senator is correct in stating
that before the motions the Chair has
stated would be in order, there would
have to be a vote on the question of
agreeing to the conference report.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. In the event the confer-
ence report is rejected, as I understand
from the decision of the Chair, a number
of motions may be made. But whatever
may be done, if the conference report is
rejected, it will necessarily delay any fur-
ther legislative action in connection with
this matter.

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me say further
that, regardless of what may be done, if
this conference report is rejected it must
go back to the other House. The House
has already agreed to the conference re-
port, and the conferees on the part of the
House have been discharged. Senators,
there is no more chance—I say this with
all due respect to every Senator who op-
poses the conference report—there is no
more chance of getting another airport
program through this Congress or the
next Congress than there is for the pro-
verbial snowball.

Mr. LUCAS. I raised the question he-
cause I think the Senator is absolutely
correct in his conclusions insofar as ob-
taining immediate legislation is con-
cerned. Certainly, this Congress ought
to give the country some form of legisla-
tion at once with respect to airports.

Mr. President, I have before me a tele-
gram which convinces me that this legis-
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lation is necessary at this time. The
telegram, which comes from Quincy, Ill.,
reads as follows:
Hon. Scorr W. Lucas, Benator,
Member of Congress,
Senate Office Building,
Washingtion, D. C.:

Your support urgently requested to secure
passage of Federal aid airport bill (8. 2),
which is scheduled for action by the Senate
April 30, 1946. This bill is necessary to assure
prompt completion of the new Quincy air-
port, and defeat of the bill will delay comple-
tion of the new airport at least 1 year. Con-
sequently, the passage of this bill is of vital
importance to all citizens of Quincy and west-
ern Illinois,

EpwaARD J. SCHNEIDMAN,
Mayor, Quincy, IIL.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I as-
sert to the able Senator from Illinois that

I believe we could name dozens of air--

ports with reference to which circum-
stances might be cited similar to those
mentioned in the telegram which the
Senator has read. Municipalities are
now standing by with money ready to
match the Federal funds if they are only
permitted to go forward.

Mr. LUCAS. I agree with the Senator,
and that is one of the important reasons
why it seems to me that the Senate
should not delay in acting affirmatively
on the conference report.

Mr. President, while I am on my feet
I wish to read a telegram which I have
received from Jacksonville, I11. The tele-
gram reads as follows:

Hon. Scort W. Lucas.
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Dear Scorr: Jacksonville voted overwhelm-
ingly last February to create an airport au-
thority for the purpose of establishing a
municipal airport. All of us are thus anxious
that the Federal aid airport bill will be
adopted by the Senate. It would be a favor
greatly appreciated by everyone in this town
if you voted to approve the conference com-
mittee report when it comes before the Sen-

ate tomorrow. Regards.
Carr. E. NEWPORT.

Here is a telegram from Danville, T1L:
Arnin 22, 1946.
Hon. Scorr Lucas, ¢
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.:
1t would be a personal favor for you to be
present on the floor of the Senate tomorrow,
Tuesday, and vote for approval of confer-
ence report on the airport bill.
Geo. H. JONES,
Acting Mayor.

I also have a telegram from Rockford,

I11., which reads as follows:
Arpm 22, 1946.
Hon, Scorr W. LUCAS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

On behalf of the city of Rockford and the
greater Rockford Airport Authority, I urge
you as a personal favor to me to vote in
favor of the conference report on the airport
bill which will be presented to the Senate
on Tuesday, April 23. Three weeks ago the
electors by a vote of 10,000 to 3,000 authorized
the organization of municipal corporation
known as Greater Rockford Airport Authority
to purchase, operate, and maintain a mu-
nicipal airport. This municipal corporation
will be in dire need of Federal funds which
should come directly to them from the Fed-
eral Government,

C. Heney BrooM,
Mayor of Rockford.
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The telegrams which I have read have
come from four cities in the downstate
section of Illinois. Those cities are ask-
ing me to present the telegrams to the
Senate in order that I may urge upon the
Senate the adoption of the conference re-
port, and thereby enable them to go for-
ward with the construction of airports.

I undertake to say, Mr. President, that
the Senator from Nevada is correct in
stating that in the event the Senate fails
to vote favorably for the adoption of the
conference report, the parliamentary sit-
uation is such that in the final analysis
no airport legislation will be enacted dur-
ing this Congress.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Nevada yield for a
question?

Mr. McCARRAN. I will yield in a mo-
ment.

Mr. President, in order that the Senate
may know with what diligence this body
has dealt with the pending subject, it
may be well for them to dwell on the
following facts:

On January 6, 1945, the senior Senator
from Nevada introduced this bill. On
January 10, 1945, reports were requested
from the War Department, the Navy De-
partment, the Department of Commerce,
and the Bureau of the Budget. From
January 13 to January 23, 1945, sub-
committee hearings were in progress. On
April 30, 1945, the bill was reported to
the Senate by the committee. On Sep-
tember 12, 1945, a bill was passed by the
Senate. On September 13, 1945, the bill
was referred to the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee. On Oc-
tober 18, 1945, the bill in amended form
was passed by the House. On October 22,
1945, the Senate asked for a conference,
and on October 26, 1945, the conferees
on the part of the Senate were appointed.
On March 24, 1946, the conference report
was filed in the House of Representatives.
On April 2, 1946, the House of Repre-
sentatives agreed to the conference re-
port.

Mr. President, I state those facts in
order that the Members of the Senate
may know that this bill is not a hap-
hazard bill. It has gone through the
various stages of careful study. The
chronology which I have read shows
with what diligence the conference com-
mittee went into the matters involved.

I now yield to the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
do not wish to take unduly the time of
the Senate except to ask a question in
connection with what the Senator from
Illineis [Mr. Lucas] has said.

This conference report allows the
Federal Government to deal directly
with municipalities. An amendment
was offered to the bill in the other House
at the time the bill was being considered
there which would have channeled all
funds through the State. That amend-
ment was rejected by a vote of 185 to 170.
So I submit most respectfully that it is
not out of line to assert that if the Senate
sent the original Senate bill back to the
other House a change of only 8 votes
would be necessary in order to have a
bill passed by this Congress which would
be right in principle, and which would
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start off the proposed program in a
proper manner.

Mr. McCARRAN. I assert to the able
Senator from Massachusetts that the
time for that has long since passed. The
Senate once considered the bill and
amended it. The bill then went to the
other House, and it was there taken up
in one of the House committees. The bill
was later sent to the floor of the House
of Representatives and, after long study,
the bhill was passed. It then went to
conference.

To say the least, the very point for
which the Senator from Maine contended
and voted, which was covered by the
Brewster amendment, is today just as
carefully guarded in this bill as it would
be by the amendment of the Senator from
Maine.

Mr. President, today States’ rights are
protected in this bill. Under the amend-
ment, if the State legislature so provides,
a municipality may not deal with the
Federal Government, but all money must
be channeled through the State. How-
ever, until the State acts, who will build
the airports? Are we asked to sit idly
by and wait for some future Congress to
pass a law enabling the construction of
airports by the State? I hope noft.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in line
with the point developed by the able
Senator from Massachusetts, I think I
am correct in saying that in the House
of Representatives only 8 votes were cast
against the conference report after it
had been debated thoroughly.

Mr. McCARRAN. Iam not thoroughly
familiar with the situation, but that is
my recollection.

Mr. President, I shall not consume
further time of the Senate in presenting
this matter. I assert to Senators, in all
seriousness, that after weeks and weeks
of devotion to a study of this bill in the
conference, in which the able Senator
from Maine spent as much time as he
could spend, and endeavored to get the
conferees on the part of the House to
see his way, we arrived at an agreement
which is a compromise, However, it is
a compromise which will secure for this
country the greatest airport program
which any country ever obtained in the
history qf the world. I assert further to
Senators, with all seriousness, that if
they reject this conference report they
will reject an airport program for such a
length of time that some of us may not be
present to see the next program when
it is put forward.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
appreciate what has been said by my
good friend and highly respected teacher
in air legislation, who has been a pioneer
in that field for so many years, the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarranl. In
the time I have spent as a Member of the
Senate I have constantly recognized the
profound interest of the Senator from
Nevada in every matter concerned with
air, Throughout the past decade he,
perhaps more than any other Member
of this body, has been interested in such
legislation, and I have learned much
from him. So it is with some diffidence
that I rise today to defend the position
of the Senator from Nevada, lacking his
own eloguence in its behalf.
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The bill as reported from the Com-
mittee on Commerce, sponsored by the
Senator from Nevada, provided that 65
percent of the funds authorized to be
appropriated should be channeled
through the States, and that 35 percent,
for the larger airports, might be chan-
neled through the municipalities. That
was the bill as submitted to the Senate
by the Senator from Nevada, and rep-
resented what to him was a logical and
reasonable proposal, although, as I re-
call the discussions in the committee, the
principle of State channeling was pre-
ferred, but the genuflecfion to the con-
struction of the larger airports, by the
allocation of 35 percent of the funds for
the larger airports to permit direct chan-
neling, seemed to him a reasonable
compromise.

However, the Senate, in considering
the matter, and in deference fo the long-
established principle of Federal-State
cooperation, by a majority of 10 votes
adopted the provision that all the funds
should be channeled through the States,
but that 65 percent should go for the
smaller airports, classes 1, 2, 3, and 35
percent for the larger airports, classes 4
and 5, but still through the medium of
the States.

This, as the Senator has said, went to
conference, finally, after consideration
in the House. As the distinguished jun-
jor Senator from Massachusetts has
pointed out, the House voted upon a con-
siderably more extreme measure, as it
provided 100 percent channeling through
the States, without division as to the
classes of the airports concerned.

We went into conference, as the Sen-
ator has pointed out, the House and Sen-
ate conferees conferred  at length, and
have produced the compromise now be-
fore us., As I have pointed out, the
original Senate bill gave 65 percent to
the States for smaller airports, and 35
percent to the cities for the larger air-
ports. That was the Commerce Commit-
tee bill, sponsored by the Senator from
Nevada.

The amendment proposed by me gave
all to the States, but still divided it on a
basis of 65 percent for the smaller air-
ports and 35 percent for the larger air-
ports. The House in its wisdom adopted
a provision that 756 percent should be
allocated to the various States upon the
basis of area and population, and 25
percent should be left as a discretionary
fund to be allocated to any State.

We come here today to consider the
report of the conferees, and we find that
the proposal of the conferees is that 75
percent shall go to the various States on
the basis of area and population and 25
percent shall be discretionary. In other
words, the enfire matter about which
there was disagreement has been re-
solved entirely in favor of the position
of the House of Representatives, There
is not one vestige of the provisions or
contentions made by the Senate, either
by the Commerce Committee in its bill
as sponsored by the Senator from Ne-
vada, or by the amendment finally
adopted by the Senate. In order that
there may be no misapprehension as to
whether I am doing justice to the sit-
uation, I wish to quate what was said
on the floor of the House by Members
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of the House in submitting the report.
Chairman LEA, speaking, said:

Mr. Speaker, in the main, the conference
report on the alrport bill which we bring to

you today follows the bill as it passed the
House.

Representative WoLvERTON made the
following statement:

I take it when a bill passes the House and
it is in direct conflict with a bill which has
been passed by the Senate, there is an obli-
gation upon the conferees to insist on the
provisions that are in the bill as passed by
the House. It may be at times nececssary to
make a compromise between the House and
Senate viewpoints in order to get a bill
passed by the Congress. In all such com-
promises the conferees are bound to get just
as much as possible of what the House wants,
and, in the case of Senate conferees, as much
as possible of what the Senate wants; how-
ever, in this case the Senate conferees—

This is a House Member speaking—
in this case the Senate conferees receded
entirely from the position the Senate had
previously taken and accepted the provisions
as they appear in the House bill. Under such
clrcumstances there was nothing for the
House conferees to do other than to accept
this rescission upon the part of the Senate.

Mr. President, that is a very masterly
statement of a very masterly maneuver
on the part of our colleagues at the other
end of the Capitol, who accomplished
exactly what they had originally set out
to do.

The statement of the managers on the
part of the House itself says:

The bill, as agreed to in conference, is gen-
erally similar to the bill as pasaed by the
House.

Whether or not the Senate was wise
in its position is a matter which I pre-
sume we should consider. The principle
involved is that of allocation to the
States—the same principle that has long
prevailed in the allocation of highway
funds, in the school-lunch program, in
the hospital program, and in the public-
health program, and in the proposed
educational grants-in-aid program. All
of these have recognized this principle
of channeling through the States.

There are serious objections to the pro-
gram which I think some other Senators
may point out, but it seems to me suffi-
cient to recognize that in dealing with
this question the conferees upon the part
of the Senate apparently did not find it
possible to accomplish even the middle-
of-the-road proposal which was repre-
sented by the first proposition sponsored
by the Senator from Nevada, and to re-
tain the 65 percent allocation for the
smaller airports, channeled through the
States.

To be sure, there is one very small
provision upon which apparently great
stress is being laid—a genuflection in the
direction of State authority by the so-
called Bulwinkle amendment—which
provides that if any State passes legis-
lation prohibiting a municipality from
operating in this program, the munici-
pality shall be excluded from participa-
tion.

The Congress of the United States does
not need to say that. That is said by
the constitution of every State in the
Union because every municipality is
nothing but a creature of a Btate, and
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can do nothing the State does not allow,
and no matter what the Congress of the
United States might say, there is no
power in Washington or in the Federal
Constitution which can control what the
several States may do regarding the mu-
nicipalities, which are the creatures of
the States. So that the Bulwinkle
amendment, upon which such stress is
sought to be laid, providing that the
States may prohibit municipal participa-
tion as they desire, is, in the first place,
entirely superfluous because the power
exists in any event for a State to do that
very thing.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. If it were provided that
the funds must be channeled through the
States, would there be any way by which
the Federal Government could withhold
the amount properly allocable to a State?

Mr. BREWSTER. That would depend
upon the good faith of the Administra-
tor. In both cases it was provided that
the money shall be allocated to the States
and that a program should then be con-
sidered, to be worked out between the
State authority and the Federal Au-
thority. If the Federal Authority did
not consider that the program submitted
by the State authority was wise, the Fed-
eral Authority would have the right to
refuse to carry it out.

Mr. AIKEN. If the Senate rejects the
conference report, does the Senator from
Maine feel that the conference commit-
tee will then agree upon a bill which will
be acceptable to the Senate?

Mr. BREWSTER. If the conference
report shall be rejected, I propose im-
mediately to submit an amendment,
which the Presiding Officer has ruled
would be in order, and which I have
drafted. My amendment, which would
provide for State channeling, would then
go to the House. I wish to say in this
connection that during the long and
weary weeks of negotiation, during which
the Senator from Nevada and I worked
rather religiously on this matter, it was
my repeated proposal that the House
conferees should take to the House the
Senate bill, and that we would take to
the Senate the House bill, and let each
body vote. I felt confident that the
House would accept our provision, since
the vote had been so close before, and
the fact that the House conferees stead-
fastly, through 3 months, refused to per-
mit the House to have any opportunity
to vote upon the Senate bill was to me
pretty convincing evidence that they
very much feared the result. So far as
I was concerned, I was perfecily ready
to bring the House bill to the Senate, and
we now have the House bill here as g
result of the rescission of the conferees.

Mr. AIKEN. I think it very important
that the airport-construction program
get under way without delay, and if I felt
that if we rejected the conference report
and nothing came back to us the pro-
gram would be delayed for a year. I
should prefer to accept the conference
report rather than have the program
delayed.

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Senator
from Vermont need have no concern. If
the conference report is rejected, which
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will presumably mean that the amend-
ment will be adopted, the bill will then
immediately go to the House, and the
House will then have an opporturity for
the first time to vote upon the proposi-
tion which the Senate considered to be
wise.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. HART. I have a telegram which I
should like to read, end which perhaps
will reassure the Senator from Vermont.
The telegram is from the Governor of
Connecticut, who is highly interested in
the program. He sends me this tele-
gram concerning that portior of the
conference report which deals with mu-
nicipal participation. It is as follows:

Strongly urge your support for Federal
administrative program whereby Federal
agency will work directly with the States In
the matter of airport development following
pattern used so successfully through the
years in highway matters. If bill adopted by
the House is passed by the Senate, the States
in the last analysis will be required to pay
most of the cost through further Federal
invasion of State tax sources and through
increasing demands upon the States by po-
litical subdivisions with no State pertici-
pation in that respect in the planning, su-
pervision, or operation of the program. Na-
tional Governors Conference last year
unanimously approved Federal-State coop-
eration, rather than Federal-local coopera-
tion, thus bypassing States in any portion.
Because of the size of Connecticut and the
multiplicity and confusion of many muniei-
palities developing Iocal airports without
State control and supervision, it is very im-
portant to us that Federal-State rather than
Federal-local plan in part be approved.

RAYMOND E. BALDWIN.

I ask the Senator if he thinks that that
is about the position of other States in
the New England Conference?

Mr. BREWSTER. It is my under-
standing that it is the position not only
of the States in the New England Con-
ference, but States very generally
throughout the country. I know the
Senator from Ohio inquired regarding
this matter, and the Governor of that
State expressed himself very strongly, as
did the Governors of almost all the
States concerned with this principle.

I may point out that an interesting
analogy exists in the administration of
the amazing Federal-State highway pro-
gram involving billions of dollars. There
are only 2,545 Federal employees in-
volved in it as the result of the great
amount of the work being decentralized
in the States. In the case of the Civil
Aeronautics Administration they already
have 11,000 employees, and it is contem-
plated in the estimates that if the Fed-
eral Government is to administer this
entire program in cooperation with the
municipalities there will be a 500-percent
increase in the CAA staff. I do not mean
by that to suggest that the number of
employees will be increased to 15,000, be-
cause it would be a 500-percent increase
in that portion of the employees allo-
cated to the planning of the airports, but
it does indicate that a vast Federal bu-
reaucracy must inevitably be greatly ex-
panded, whereas if we continue the well-
established practices of cooperation be-
tween the Federal and State authorities,
with the State authorities cooperating
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with the municipalities as they do now,
it is reasonable to anticipate that very
great economies will be effected.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Along the line of
the question raised by the distinguished
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], I,
too, would be considerably concerned if
I thought that there would be any un-
necessary delay in the passage of this
legislation, because to California, as to
a great many other States, airport de-
velopment is of extreme importance. A
short time ago I heard the ruling of the
Presiding Officer of the Senate to the
effect that several procedures might be
followed in the event of the rejection
of the conference report, and I take it
from the statement of the Senator from
Maine that if the conference report is
rejected there will not be an endeavor
to send the bill to committee, which is
one of the alternatives, but rather it
will be amended on the floor and forth-
with sent to the House.

Mr. BREWSTER. The amendment is
all prepared, and is ready for immediate
adoption if the conference report is re-
Jjected.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maine again yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Suppose the House does
not accept the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Maine in the event that the
Senate approves it, then what happens?
Will we have it back here again?

Mr. BREWSTER. Then, there will
really be in order a compromise, a com-
promise such as we have not been pre-
sented with thus far, a compromise such
as the Senator from Nevada has spon-
sored throughout, and which the House,
I assume, was going to accept when
finally that point was reached where cer-
tain of our conferees decided to recede.
Instead of that compromise being made,
the Senate conferees receded completely.

Mr. AIKEN. That compromise would
have to be arranged between the fwo
Houses?

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LUCAS, AmI to understand that
the amendment which is now being dis-
cussed by the able Senator from Maine
will be first in order in the event the con-
ference report is rejected, or will it be
t1511-31: in order to send it back to commit-
ee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
precedence as stated by the Chair on
the advice of the Parliamentarian is first
8 motion to refer the House amendment
to a standing committee. That motion
will take precedence.

Mr. LUCAS, I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. BREWSTER. I may point out
that the inquiry is a most interesting
one, and it would indicate that perhaps
someone on the other side would as-
sume the responsibility for the delay.
It will not rest on this side, at least in
that consideration.
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The difficulty with the House pro-
vision in the first place is that it is ut-
terly inequitable as between the States,
because while providing that 75 percent
shall be allocated to States on the basis
of area and population, it provides that
25 percent shall be a “kitty” and, re-
member, it amounts to $125,000,000
under the provisions of the conference
report—$125,000,000 which may be put
entirely in one State if the Federal Ad-
ministrator shall so desire. If it is de-
sired to put $50,000,000 in Idlewild in
New York, that is possible, or it can be
put in any other vast airport which it
is desired to develop.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. Is it not true that
the bill as it passed the Senate with the
Senator’s amendment allowed 35 percent
for discretionary allocation?

Mr. BREWSTER. It is not.

Mr. McCARRAN. It certainly is.

Mr. BREWSTER. I think we are all
agreed that the 35 percent was to be
allocated for the construction of class 4
and 5 airports, but its allocation so far
as States were concerned was to be on
exactly the same basis as the 65 percent.
That is, the State of Nevada would
get—-—

Mr. McCARRAN. 1 beg the Senator’s
pardon, if he will again yield. The ap-
propriations would have had to be
brought back to Congress again, as was
provided by the bill passed by the
Senate.

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator is
quite correct, that under all the pro-
visions, so far as the Senate measure is
concerned, and I think the House meas-
ure, the proposed appropriations for the
larger airports, class 4 and 5 airports,
must be submitted to the Congress be-
fore they are finally made. Under the
plan provided by the conference report
the Administrator may allocate 25 per-
cent of the entire fund to one State and
to one airport. It is true, however, that
that must receive the final concurrence
of the Congress before it can take effect.
Under the provision adopted by the Sen-
ate, 65 percent would go to the smaller
airports in the several States on the basis
of one-half population, one-half area.
Thirty-five percent would go to the
larger airports in the several States on
the basis of one-half population, one-
half area, and in consultation with the
several State authorities.

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is not
now referring to the conference report.
He is referring to the bill as it was in-
troduced in the Senate and reported
from the committee. Sixty-five percent
was to be channeled through the States
for class 1, 2, and 3 airports, and 35 per-
cent was to be channeled through the
Congress directly for class+4 and 5 air-
ports.

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct.
That was the bill reported by the com-
mittee and sponsored by the Senator
from Nevada. The result is that there is
very serious danger of inequities result-
ing, and that is why it has seemed to
those of us concerned with the prin-
ciple of State channeling that it would
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be far wiser to request our coordinate
body at least to take a vote upon the
Senate bill. If the result of such a vote
should be disapproval of the Senate
measure, upon which the House has
never yet voted, then it would be in or-
der for the House and Senate really to
compromise along the line long advo-
cated by the Senator from Nevada whom,
in that event, I should find it my great
pleasure to support.

So I trust that the conference report
will be rejected, that we will then adopt
the S=znate amendment as previously
considered, and send it to the House for
its consideration.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
hope the conference report will be re-
jected and that the amendment intend-
ed to be offered by the Senator from
Maine will be accepted and the bill
promptly sent over to the House.

We are all vitally interested in airport
construction. We want to see the air-
ports built so that there can be a vast
expansion in airplane traffic. The prob-
lem is: Will this bill in its present form
heip to develop airports to the best pos-
sible advantage? We should remember
that this bill extends over a period of
5 years and establishes the principle on
which the Federal Government will help
to build airports.

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is
slightly in error. Probably the Senator
has not read the conference bill. When
the bill went through the Senate it pro-
vided for a program over 5 years. When
it went through the House it provided
for a program over 10 years. The com-
promise was for 7 years. The bill pro-
vides for a period of 7 years.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator
from Nevada is entirely correct. What
I meant to say was that it provides for
an appropriation of $500,000,000, extend-
ing over a period of 7 years.

As the bill was reported by the Senate
committee to the Senate, it provided,
as the Senator from Maine has said, for
class 1, 2, and 3 airports. Assistance for
such airports was to be channeled
through State agencies, and construction
of such airports was to consume 65 per-
cent of the funds, on a 50-50 basis. With
respect to class 4 and class 5 airports,
the larger airports, they were to receive
35 percent of the Federal aid. That aid
could be accorded directly to the munici-
palities by the Federal Administrator,
after approval by Congress, The Brew-
ster amendment required funds for class
4 and class 5 airports to be channeled
also through the State agencies,

In my opinion, this so-called compro-
mise is not a compromise at all. It is a
complete yielding to the House on the
question of channelirz of funds. If this
bill is enacted in its present form, 75 per-
cent of the money available will be dis-
tributed directly by the Administrator to
the municipalities. State agencies will
be completely bypassed. With respect
to the remaining 25 percent, the Federal
Administrator has it completely in his
discretion to deliver it to any one State
for one airport, if he so desires, with the
approval of Congress.
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Mr. McCARRAN. MTr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr, McCARRAN. I wish to correct
the Senator again. Inadvertently, no
doubt, he states that the State would be
bypassed. Under the provisions of the
hill as agreed to in conference the State
may channel the money through the
State. 1t is an agency which may deal
with the Federal Government.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, The Senator is
correct; and I intended to take up that
point in a few moments. The Senator
from Nevada is correct in saying that
the State may enact a law which will
forbid the Federal Government from
dealing with municipalities directly.

Mr. McCARRAN. But aside from that,
the Senator fails to grasp the point that
the State itself is defined as an agency
which may deal with the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct,
if the State is to build an airport; but
only if the State is to build an airport.
In the discretion of the Federal Admin-
istrator, 25 percent of the funds in his
hands may go into one airport in one
State, if Congress approves the plan,
We must remember that under the com-
promise report, as it is now called—and
I believe T am correct in interpreting it
in this way; I shall be glad to receive the
advice of the Senator from Nevada if I
am incorrect—the Federal Administrator
may put the whole amount allotted to
one State into one airport with the ap-
proval of Congress, plus the 25 percent
which he may use in his discretion. So
I say to Senators who are interested in
smaller airports that this bill car be in-
terpreted by the Administrator as a large
airport bill, as distinguished from assist-
ance to small airports as well as large
airports.

Mr. MCCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL., I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator ad-
dressed the subject matter of his dis-
cussion to me, and I beg leave to inter-
rupt him in order that I may answer by
way of explanation.

Nothing of the kind can take place, be-
cause immediately the money is appro-
priated by the Congress, the Administra-
tor—that is, the CAA—must allocate to
the respective States on the basis of pop-
ulation and area.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I so stated.

Mr. McCARRAN. And that money re-
mains allocated to the States. So far as
the 25 percent is concerned, the Admin-
istrator could not put it into one State.
Congress would have to give him au-
thority before he could do anything with
it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I believe that is
what I said; I hope it is. I stated that
75 percent would be allocated on the
basis of population and area; and in the
discretion of the Federal Administrator
the total amount allotted on that basis
to any one State could go into one air-
port, plus the 25 percent over which he
has broad discretion, subject to approval
by Congress. So that it could all go into
one airport in one State if Congress
should approve.
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Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator has
raised a question which I think is at the
very heart of the issue. One dquestion
presented by the two diverse views is
whether or not the construction of air-
ports throughout the country shall be
principally under the direction of the
Federal Government, or whether the
funds put up by the Federal Government
shall be controlled by the States. I think
it is quite generally known that as a rule
I favor government closest to the peo-
ple in all matters. Sometimes that view
is expressed by the overworked phrase,
“States’ rights.” But I feel that a dif-
ferent question is presented here. When
the reason for the rule fails, the rule
should not apply.

The idea of building airports through-
out the country is a great interstate
scheme, The Senator speaks of those
who advocate small airports. That is the
very danger of State control of this fund.
The State governments are closest to and
most subject to local pressures. The re-
sult may be that a State may have 50
air strips or 50 small airports, and not a
single airport large enough to accom-
modate interstate travel.

This is a national question, not a State
question. Air travel is from State to
State., Federal aid for airports is not
comparable to Federal aid for highways.
The construction of roads is more or less
local to the States; but air travel, be-
cause of its speed and the distance cov-
ered, knows no State lines.

For that reason T have hoped from the
very beginning that the Federal Govern-
ment would entirely control the con-
struction of these airports. However,
there has been a compromise which per-
mits State control in the construction of
municipal airports. The State, by the
enactment of a law, would be permitted
to take over control within the State. I
intend to support the conference report.
I wish that the part with regard to State
control were not in it, but a compromise
had to be made. I think it is a very
fair compromise with advocates of the
State control system.

The Senator has been very kind in per-
mitting me to make this statement. I
made it because the able Senator from
Massachusetts raised the very point
which I think is the heart of this ques-
tion, and that is whether or not there
should be small airports. That is what
is coming if we place control in the hands
of the States. I say this without casting
any aspersions upon any State govern-
ment, but the Senator and I know that
State governments are more subject to
local influence and pressure than is the
Federal Government, The result would
be a great number of small airports
which could not accommodate interstate
travel. Furthermore, as a practical
mattier, I believe that further delay would
be fatal.

I hope that the conference report will
be adopted.

“Mr. LANGER. MTr. President, will the
Senator yield? :

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I yield for a

question only. The time is limited.

President,
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Mr. LANGER. I note that the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia says
that he would rather trust someone far
away from home. I ask him if the peo-
ple would not receive a better deal from
a board appointed by their own gov-
ernor, whom they elect, than from a
bureaucrat 3,000 miles away from home?

Mr. REVERCOMB. I will say to the
Senator that he well knows my position
upon the question of local self-govern-
ment. I like to bring government as
close to the people as possible. But we
are dealing with a subject which is
Nation-wide. Air travel extends from
coast to coast, and from the Great Lakes
to the Gulf. We are not dealing with a
State question, involving the construc-
tion of a great number of small airports
in a State. Under a system of State con-
trol, many counties might desire airports.
Each county would say to the State gov-
ernment, “If you want to be fair, you
must divide this money up.” The result
would be that there would be no airport
of any size in the State, and the money of
the Federal Government would be used
to bring about a failure in an over-all
scheme.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

"Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to
answer the Senator from West Virginia.
The Senator from West Virginia says
that the compromise report is better
than the Senate bill because this is a
national subject and is not a State mat-
ter. I most respectfully point out to him
and to other Senators that the Senate
bill, as it passed the Senate, provided for
the allotment of 65 percent of the funds
for class 1, class 2, and class 3 airports.
The purpose was to aid in the construc-
tion of small airporis in the States in
order to handle local traffic. Thirty-
five percent of the funds were to be spent
for class 4 and class 5 airports for inter-
state traffic. That division was worked
out as a fair compromise.

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. That iz the bill
which the able Senator from Massachu-
setts voted against on the floor of the
Senate.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., I answer the
Senator from Nevada by saying that I
did not vote against it. I voted to chan-
nel through the States funds for class 4
and class 5 airports, but 35 percent would
still have to go into large airports.

Mr. McCARRAN. - When the bill came
to the Senate it provided for the allot-
ment of 65 percent for class 1, class 2,
and class 3 airports, and 35 percent for
class 4 and class 5 airports, but the
Brewster amendment read that provision
out of the bill.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. The Brewster
amendment did nothing of the kind.
The Brewster amendment simply pro-
vided that the 35 percent for class 4 and
class 5 airports should likewise receive
consideration by the States. That was
the only distinction.
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Mr, McCARRAN. It provided that all
the money had to be channeled through
the States.

Mr. BREWSTER. Precisely; but the
35 percent had to go for class 4 and
class 5 airports, exactly as the Senator
from Massachusetts has stated. That is
a sound principle which the Senator from
Nevada has always advocated, namely,
that we should recognize the smaller air-
ports by allotting 65 percent to their con-
struction and 35 percent to the construc-
tion of large airports. The only issue
was as to whether the States should
retain control.

Mr, SALTONSTALL, Mr, President, I
should like to make a few more points,
if I may do so at this time, and then I
shall be through.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has the floor.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. At the present .

time there are, as I understand, 44 State
airport agencies. I mention that because
when this honorable body passed the
Hayden-Cartwright bill in 1913 to pro-
vide for Federal aid to State highways—
a bill which has worked out most suc-
cessfully in the last 33 years—there were
only two State highway agencies. The
highway agencies were built up to co-
operate with the Federal Government
and to plan the use of the funds for road
work in the States,

Let me point out that if this bill be-
comes law, the Federal Government will
be dealing directly with more than 4,000
local agencies in the various States.

Mr. BARELEY., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Of the 44 State agen-
cies referred to by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, how many of the State agen-
cies match Federal funds or appropriate
any money out of the State treasury to
help localities build airports?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. A few of them
already do.

Mr. BARELEY. Very few—not more
than four, I think.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I admit that a
very few do as yet pass out funds. But
if this compromise bill becomes law, it
will afford no incentive for the States to
render assistance.

I should like to make the point that
a great many of the localities cannot pro-
vide their own experts. The experts will
have to be provided by the States, or else
they will have to be provided by the Fed-
eral Government. As the Senator from
Maine points out, the Civil Aeronautics
Administration now has more than 11,000
employees, of whom 191 are engaged in
airport planning and airport construc-
tion. The Civil Aeronautics Administra-
tion told us that that part of their agency
will have to be increased by about 500
percent if this bill becomes law. The
testimony for the Civil Aeronautics Ad-
ministration, by Mr. Charles B. Donald-
son, Assistant Administrator for Airports,
before the committee was as follows:

As the bill is presently drawn, it would
require that the Administrator deal directly
with the sponsors of each project undertaken
under the program. This would require
direct dealings with approximately 4,300
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units of government. It is obvious that from
an administrative polnt of view this would
be extremely difficult and cumbersome.

That is what the Assistant Administra-
tor for Airports of the Civil Aeronautics
Administration said of the bill in its pres-
ent form.

I should like to make just oneé or two
other points. This hill provides for no
maintenance for airports. I do not think
action on the measure should be held up
because of that fact; but we must re-
member that there are approximately
800 Army airports which have been
turned back as surplus, and they must
be maintained in some way or other.
That will be a problem in which the Fed-
eral Government must help in the days
to come. For instance, in my own State,
at Bedford, Mass., the State contributed
about $100,000, when I was Governor, to
buy the land. The Federal Government
has contributed between $2,000,000 and
$3,000,000 and has now declared that air-
port to be surplus, It could be used by
the State, but it must be maintained.
There is no provision for Federal assist-
ance to maintain that airport. I am not
sure that I approve of Federal assistance
for maintenance, but it is a problem
which must arise in connection with the
800 airports which have been declared
surplus.

We also must remember that the cities
and towns of which we are speaking,
which are going to build airports, must
turn to their State governments in some
instances. For instance, in many States
if cities or towns desire to borrow money
beyond their debt limits, they must ob-
tain the approval of the State govern-
ment, through the State legislature. If
an airport is to be built outside the city
limits, the city presumably must secure
the approval of the State legislature to
buy the land outside its limits and to
hold it tax free.

The distinguished Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCARRAN] mentioned the air-
ports in New York. I think he mentioned
Idlewild, although I was not sure I cor-
rectly understood him. He did not men-
tion it by name. Idlewild, which is the
largest airport in the United States—it
is not yet finished—was begun by the
city of New York; but I am informed,
and I believe the information to be cor-
rect, that the present mayor of New York,
Mayor O'Dwyer, has asked the New York
Legislature and the Governor of New
York to create an authority there because
Idlewild is too big a proposition for New
York City to handle. That is a direct
instance in which a city has asked the
State to help because the job is too big
for the city.

In my own city of Boston the State
had to take over, buy, maintain, and
enlarge the airport because the city of
Boston could not do it.

Those are two instances which I have
in mind, in which the State government
has been asked to help in connection
with the airport problem.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. Inasmuch as the
Senator has mentioned Mayor O'Dwyer.
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I should like to read a letter which is
under date of March 28:

Thank you for your further information
with reference to the conference committee
report on the airport hill. I strongly favor
the final draft of the bill as reported by this
committee. Specifically, I believe that grants
should be made through the CAA to cities,
counties, and authorities. In New York
City all airport matters will be in the hands
of the New York City Airport Authority, and
I am strongly in favor of having the CAA
deal directly with this authority, and not
through the State cr any other agency. May
I ask you to state this fact when the bill
comes up for consideration in the Senate and
House.

Mr, SALTONSTALL., Let me ask the
distinguished Senator whether the letter
is signed by former Mayor LaGuardia?

Mr. McCARRAN. No; it is signed by
William O'Dwyer.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would point

out that Mayor O'Dwyer has asked the °

State government for assistance.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mayor O'Dwyer
has nct only asked the State government,
but the biil has been passed and signed
by Governor Dewey; and the entire au-
thority, insofar as the New York airport
known as Idlewild is concerned, has been
transferred to the State authority, which
is a representative of the State govern-
ment. I suspect that perhaps Mayor
O’Dwyer has not been fully informed as
to the implications of the various pro-
posals, in questioning the propriety of
the procadure.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, let
me say to the Senator from Maine that
I would not imply that the mayor was
not sdvised when he sent that tele-
gram. Let me say that he was advised
?)s to what is contained in the conference

ill.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
should like to make a further point.
Since I have been a Member of this dis-
tinguished body, the Senate has passed
a bill, which is now in conference, deal-
ing with school lunches. If my under-
standing of the bill is correct, the Fed-
eral assistance which is rendered in that
connection stops at the State line, and
from there on the work is ecarried on by
State agencies, under certain super-
vision.

The Senate recently passed a bill deal-
ing with hospitals, and under the provi-
sions of that bill the Federal aid stops at
the State line.

In connection with highway construec-
tion, the Federal Government has always
dealt directly with the State highway
authorities, and it refuses to deal with
the municipalities, no matter how large
they may be.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President,
wiil the Senator yield for a question?

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Does not the
Senator ses a very definite distinction
between appropriations for air travel,
which recognizes no State boundaries,
and appropriations for roads and for
school Iunches?

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I say most re-
spectfuily to the Scnator from West
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Virginia, who is a very distinguished
Member of this body and who is my
friend, that airplanes travel through the
States; but the principles of Govern-
ment on which this country has been
built begin at home and with the in-
dividual, and if we are going to disregard
the State governments and the 48 units
of State government and have the Fed-
eral Government deal directly with
counties and municipalities, we are go-
ing to involve ourselves in a bureau-
cracy the magnitude of which we have
no conception.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President,
will the Senator further yield?

‘Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Does not the
Senator realize that, under the Federal
Government, national projects should be
handled from a national viewpoint?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I answer the
Senator’s question by saying that if the
Federal Government desires to own cer-
tain airports, as the Army and the Navy
do, then it should have complete juris-
diction over them; it should take them
over and should pay for them entirely.
But if it is going to go into localities
and deal with commercial companies
and private individuals, then let us keep
close to home.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I rise merely to say that
the school-lunch bill provides that the
Federal Government may deal directly
with certain types of schools, and not
through the States. I believe the State
of the Senator from Massachusetts has
probably as many private schools as does
any other State of the Union.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Let me say to
the Senator from Vermont that when I
was Governor of Massachusetts I had a
terrific row with the Federal authorities
on just that point, and finally the Fed-
eral authority dealt through the State
Department of Public Welfare, and
thence down to the schools.

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to have one
thing made clear once more, although I
believe it has been made clear already.
If any State has a special session of its
legislature before this bill takes effect
or before any money is appropriated un-
der it, the legislature can require that
the funds be channeled through the
State.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
the Senator from Vermont asks whether
the State government, through its legis-
lature, can have all funds channeled
through the State. It can, but I submit
that no gevernment or no legislature
would ever advocate such legislation as
would prevent municipalities from deal-
ing directly with the Federal Govern-
ment in connection with emergency
matters.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a question?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If I understand
correctly what the Senator was saying,
it applied to a transaction which recently
took place in the State legislature of Wy-
oming.
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When this conference report was re-
ceived I took note of the provision in sec-
tion 9 (b) reading as follows:

Nothing in this act shall authorize the
submission of a project application by any
muniecipality or public agency which is sub-
ject to the law of any Btate if the submis-
slon of such project application by such
municipality or other public agency is pro-
hibited by the law of such State.

In response to a telegraphic inquiry
regarding this point, I advised the Gov-
ernor and a committee of the legislature
of Wyoming as to what the proposed
law would provide. Thereupon the
State legislature adopted the bill known
as Senate file No. 7, the title of which
was:

To provide that no city, town, county, or
other political subdivision shall apply for or
receive any Federal grant for airport develop-
ment unless the project is first approved by
the State commission,

It is my understanding that under the
conference report the State legislature
of Wyoming, by passing the bill which
I understand the Governor has already
signed, has taken itself out of the oper-
ation of section 9 (a). Therefore, the
State remains the master of all applica-
tions, and may follow a State-wide pro-
gram for airport development.

I should like to ask the Senator’s in-
dulgence to invite a statement from the
Senator from Nevada with reference to
whether or not it is true that any State
legislature, after this bill becomes law,
may not likewise pass an act such as
the one to which I have referred, pro-
viding for State control of all applica-
tions,

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. That fact is the reason for
section 9 (b). In other words, if the
State wishes to have Federal moneys
channeled through the State, that may
be done, as in the case of the State of
Wyoming, which has enacted legislation
to that effect. On the other hand, mu-
nicipalities will go forward with their
programs until the State in which the
municipality is located prohibits munici-
palities from doing so.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. I do not believe the
Senator was in the Chamber when the
language of the amendment was dis-
cussed. It has been placed in the nega-
tive. I urged very earnestly that a re-
verse course should be adopted in order
that recognition might be given to the
Federal function.

The criticism most frequently heard
is that some States have not yet acted in
regard to this matter. I believe that 44
States have acted. The situation could
be taken care of by a general provision in
the following language:

Provided, That where a State has not ap-
propriated any State funds for airport pur-
poses, or where a State does not have legisla-
tion which permits its participation in the
program through an adeguate State airport
agency, the Administrator shall carry out
projects under this act by direct arrange-

ments with any qualified public agency with-
in the Suate,
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That language, Mr. President, would
take care of the State.

Mr. SALTONSTALIL. Mr. President,
I say frankly that I had not realized that
any State had passed a law such as the
one to which the Senator from Wyoming
has referred.

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator from
Maine has referred to 44 States which
he believes have acted in connection with
this matter. Allow me to read a list of
some of the States.

Maine, no funds appropriated; Iowa,
no funds appropriated; Eansas, no funds
appropriated; Wisconsin, no funds ap-
propriated; Oregon, no funds appro-
priated; New Hampshire, no funds ap-
propriated; Ohio, no funds appropriated;
New Jersey, no funds appropriated; Mis-
souri, no funds appropriated; California,
no funds appropriated; Indiana, no funds
appropriated; Texas, no funds appro-
priated; Arkansas, no funds appropri-
ated; Oklahoma, no funds appropriated;
Colorado, no funds appropriated; North
Carolina, no funds appropriated; Mis-
sissippi, no funds appropriated; Florida,
no funds appropriated; Nevada, no funds
appropriated; North Dakota, no funds
appropriated; Connecticut, no funds ap-
propriated; Georgia, no funds appro-
priated; Nebraska, no funds appropri-
ated; New York, no funds appropriated;
Washington, no funds appropriated;
South Dakota, no funds appropriated;
West Virginia, no funds appropriated for
construction; Louisiana, no funds appro-
priated; Montana, no funds appropri-
ated; Idaho, no funds appropriated for
construction; Arizona, no funds appro-
priated; Delaware, no funds appropri-
ated; New Mexico, no funds appro-
priated; South Carolina, no funds
appropriated; Alabama, $200,000 appro-
priated for 1946 and 1947, conditional
upon approval by governor; Maryland,
indefinite; Michigan, $1,500,000 appro-
priated for period ending June 30, 1946;
Wyoming, no funds appropriated; Rhode
Island, no funds appropriated to date;
Utah. $500,000 appropriated up to June
30, 1947; Virginia, $130,000 for period
1946-48; Pennsylvania, $3,725,000 ap-
propriated; Minnesota, $910,000 available
balance from prior appropriations; Illi-
nois, $2,500,000 for airports and air-
ways, amount for airports indefinite;
Vermont, $15,000 appropriated for land;
Massachusetts, no reply received; Ten-
nessee, no reply received.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
wish to ask the Senator about Massa-
chusetts. Massachusetts has appropri-
ated more than $39,000,000 during the
past years.

Mr. McCARRAN. Not for airport con-

struction, according fo the report which

was made to us.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall not go
into the matter except to say that I my-
self, while Governor of Massachusetts,
signed bills appropriating more than
$15,000,000.

Mr. McCARRAN. That was a long
time ago.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator
would give the impression that Massa-
chusetts has not appropriated any money
for this purpose at all. She has appro-
priated a great deal of money.
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Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, SALTONSTALL, I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from
Nevada misunderstood my statement
with respect to 44 States. State airp¥rt
agencies with competent jurisdiction
were created. Under the provisions of
the conference report no Federal money

may be available for next year because.

the report must be filed tomorrow in
order to make any funds available, and
that, obviously, will be impossible.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Time is rapidly pass-
ing. The Senator seems well on his way
toward consuming the remainder of the

" allotted time.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have one more
question and then I shall be through.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield further to me, I merely
wish to say that while the Senator was
Governor of Massachusetts, that State,
under some peculiar circumstances, did
take over an airport because of condi-
tions which existed with reference to it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Massachusetis
took over the airport in the city of Bos-
ton, purchased land at Bedford, and
planned to buy other land in other parts
of the State.

Mr. BARKELEY. That was before the
pending legislation was introduced.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Massachusetts
has never had any Federal assistance.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, refer-
ence was made to 44 States. All of them,
with three or four exceptions, have
created aviation commissions of one form
or another, carrying with them no money
whatever. Yet when funds are to be
furnished by the United States for the
purpose of helping localities which have
undertaken to buy land and construct
airports, hangars, and administration
buildings with money derived from the
sale of bonds we are asked to provide that
those localities may not deal directly
with the Government of the United
States but must go to the State capitol
in order to obtain funds from the Federal
Government.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I believe that
the State governments will appropriate
funds when there is an incentive for them
to do so. There were only two State
highway commissions when Federal
assistance was originally offered for the
construction of highways.

Mr. BARELEY. Frankly, I do not be-

- lieve that situation is analagous to the

present one. However, I do not have
time to go into it.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I only assert,
Mr. President, in conclusion that through
this bill we are being asked to establish
a principle for future airport construc-
tion which should not be established. I
believe that it is essential to start out on
the right foot, and to work through the
State governments rather than through
the cities.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in view
of the fact that it required 25 minutes to
call the roll when we reached the hour
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of 2 o'clock this afternoon, I ask unan-
imous consent that debate on the con-
ference report be continued for 20 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. GUFFEY. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I
have only one further statement to make,
and then I shall have concluded my dis-
cussion of a matter which is of great im-
portance and will continue to be of great
importance in the future.

What I say is said after months of
experience through which the Senator
from Maine stood with me until he be-
came so tired that he left the conference
and did not return. I did not blame him
at all. I am not criticizing him, but I
say that there will be no program for
airports if this conference report is
rejected.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
rather regret if not resent the sugges-
tion that I was worn out. We had con-
tinued for several months, and one Mem-
ber of the Senate conferees was himself
worn down and he finally notified me
that he was going over to join the Sen-
ator from Nevada and his two associ-
ates. So there were four conferees on
the part of the Senate who were inclined
to compromise. I assumed that the
compromise would be the proposal of the
Senator from Nevada, but later I found
to my amazement that the compromise
was the House bill itself to which the
conferees on the part of the Senate
agreed.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, how
much time do we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute.

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall not attempt
to discuss the matter in 1 minute. I
am not interested in the number of
old men who become worn out before
their time. [Laughter.] I agree with
the Senator from Nevada that if this
conference report is rejected the chance
of enacting any airport legislation dur-
ing the present year will go out the
window.

It seems to me thaf the States which
have set up more or less ornamental or
monumental aviation commissions with-
out providing any money to aid locali-
ties which are willing to buy land and
bond themselves in order to obtain nec-
essary money, have no right to insist that
Federal funds be channeled through the
State capitol.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
hour of 4 o’clock having arrived——

Mr. BREWSTER. A parliamentary
inquiry.

The PRESIDING
Senator will state it.

Mr. BREWSTER. What will be the
precise question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question will be on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

Mr. BREWSTER. A vote ‘“nay” will be
to reject the conference report?

OFFICER. The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will

e.

Mr. McCARRAN. A vote “yea” will
be to adopt the conference report?
[Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A vote
“yea” will be to adopt the conference
report.

The hour of 4 o'clock having arrived,
under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, the question is on agreeing to the
conference report on the bill (8. 2) to
provide for Federal aid for the develop-
ment, construction, improvement, and
repair of public airports in the United
States, and for other purposes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The distinguished
senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
BaiLeyl, who has long been very active
in urging legislation to provide airports
for cities and other places throughout
the country, is necessarily absent because
of illness. I am sure he would wish to
be present today to vote on this confer-
ence report.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BamLeyl
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Grass] are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Bireol, the Senator from Georgia [Mr,
Georcel, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
GosseTTl, and the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. OverToN] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN-
DREWS] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Mvyers]l are detained on
public business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
wALLY] is absent on official business, at-
tending the Paris meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers as an adviser to the
Secretary of State. He has a general
pair with the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VanpEnBERG]. I am advised that if
present, the Senator from Texas would
vote “yea.”

The Senator from Montana [Mr,
WaEeeLER] is detained on official business
at one of the Government departments.

I wish to announce further that on this
question, the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. OVERTON] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Maine [Mr. WaITE]., If present
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. OvErTON] Would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Maine [Mr. WrHITE] would
vote “nay.”

I wish to announce further that if pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Anprewsl, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GEorGE], and the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MvyEgs], would
vote “yea.”

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] is absent on
official business, attending the Paris
meeting of the Council of Foreign Min-
isters as an adviser to the Secretary of
State. He has a general pair with the
Senator from Texas [Mr, ConnarrLy]l. I
am not advised how he would vote if
present.

b
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The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
ToseY] is absent on official business. If
present he would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Wirris] is necessarily absent, If present
hé& would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Maine [Mr. WaiTE],
who is necessarily absent and who would
vote “nay” if present, is paired on this
question with the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. OverTON], Who would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 32, as follows:

YEAS—49
Alken Huffman Pepper
Bankhead Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe
Barkley Kilgore Revercomhb
Briggs La Follette Robertson
Butler Lucas Russell
Downey MeCarran Stewart
Eastland McFarland ‘Taylor
Ellender McKellar Thomas, Okla.
Ferguson McMahon Thomas, Utah
Fulbright Magnuson Tunnell
Green Maybank Tydings
Guffey Mead Wagner
Gurney Mitchell Walsh
Hatch Morse Wilson
Hayden Murdock Young
Hill Murray
Hoey O'Mahoney

NAYS—32
Austin Cordon Moore
Ball Donnell O'Daniel
Brewster Gerry Reed
Bridges Hart Saltonstall
Brooks Hawkes Shipstead
Buck Hickenlooper Smith
Bushfield . Johnston, S. C. Stanfill
Byrd Knowland Taft
Capehart Langer Wherry
Capper McClellan Wiley
Carville Millikin

NOT VOTING—15

Andrews George Tobey
Balley lass Vandenberg
Bilbo Gossett Wheeler
Chavez Myers White
Connally . Overton ‘Willis

So the conference report was agreed
to.

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to
implement further the purposes of the
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to carry out an agreement with the
United Kingdom, and for other purposes.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE obtained the floor,

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY, I wish to urge Sena-
tors, while we have a full attendance, to
remain on the floor, and I hope the
Senate will be willing to sit a little later
than usual this evening and for the re-

mainder of the week, in the hope that we

may conclude the consideration of the
unfinished business on which I under-
stand the Senator from Wisconsin is
about to address the Senate.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I
have given much study and thought to
the various questions involved in this
proposed British loan and financial
agreement. I have come to the conclu-
sion that I cannot support it. I am con-
vinced that from a financial and eco-
nomic standpoint it would be a bad bar-
gain and a foolish venture, Whatever
merits the proposal may have as a gener-
ous gesture of international good will
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are more than offset by the future fric-
tions it will create and by the unwar-
ranted and excessive demands it will
impose on our already overburdened
economy.

In many respects, this is not an easy
decision to make. As far as I am per-
sonally concerned, it would be much
easier to coast along with the popular
misconception that this is an issue in-
volving. an international outlook as
against nationalism. It would be muqh
easier to accept blindly at face value and
without question the administration
arguments for this loan.

I know that many well-meaning peo-
ple, most of whom have only a very cas-
ual knowledge of the terms and implica-
tions of this loan, have been sold on the

* idea that this is a necessary step toward

international cooperation. I know that
many less-honest and less-serupulous in-
dividuals will seize upon this situation
to smear and brand those who oppose
this loan as being opponents of interna-
tional cooperation.

I do not propose to deal in such gen-
eralities. Later in my remarks I intend
to discuss some of the international and
ideological aspects of this proposed
agreement. For the present, let it suffice
to say that I emphatically disagree that
this proposed loan is a step toward win-
ning the peace. Instead of cementing
friendships, I am convinced it will lead
to misunderstandings and alienations
among the nations that are directly and
indirectly involved. For our own people,
it will mean disillusionments and reac-
tion that will do great harm to the cause
of world peace.

Because of the complex issues involved
in this proposition, a new and fantastic
line of argument has been developed by
some of the proponents of this loan.
Some who cannot justify the specific
terms have casually brushed aside all the
unpleasant facts with the bland asser-
tion that it is the general policy that
counts, not the details.

I submit, Mr. President, that such is
an extremely bad and dangerous doc-
trine to introduce into the legislative
process. If that were true, then Congress
might just as well save time and pass
judgment on all bills merely on the basis
of their titles instead of the specific pro-
visions which they contain. As a prac-
tical matter, Senators all know well that
a considerable difference often exists be-
tween the title or objective of a bill and
the language or actual effects thereof.
It is wholly unrealistic and unsatisfac-
tory to legislate on the basis of gener-
alities only.

From my own personal observations, 1
am always wary of those who favor or
oppose measures on the basis of general
principles or broad objectives. I fear
that too often those words are used to
cloak a lack of knowledge or a lack of
good arguments concerning the measure.
I want to emphasize that it is the duty
of Congress to examine with great care
not only the purported objectives of all
legislation, but also the actual terms and
methods whereby the objectives are
sought to be attained.

That is why I cannot coast along with
those who have linked this measure with
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good forelgn policy without factually es-
tablishing the good in it.

The economic interests of the United
States in this matter have been very
much distorted. We stand to gain very
little on our end of the proposed bargain.
We incur, however, substantial risks and
concessions for considerations which are
intangible, indefinite, and improbable of
realization.

In the first place, the agreement is full
of loopholes insofar as Britain’s respon-
sibilities are concerned. In exchange for
our positive commitments, we receive
evasions and hedgings with various
buried provisos and exemptions. There
are ambiguities concerning the real in-
tent of certain sections. Illustrative of
this is the following quotation from a
letter to the editor which was published
originally in the London Times and re-
published in the New English Weekly for
December 20, 1945—at the time when the
British Parliament was considering the
agreement. Writes a British colonel:

To the Americans the proposals mean, it
seems, the diminution and eventually the
abelition of reciprocal and selective trading,
of which imperial preference is only one part.
To the British the proposals are put forth
as allowing the continuance and even exten-
slon of reciprocal and selective trading. The
eventual break-down of such an agreement
is inevitable.

The British press, and members of
Parliament who urged the loan, frankly
stated that the loan had been tailored to
pass the Congress. The British News Re-
view—a prominent weekly publication,
which claims no political affiliations—
reported in its December 20, 1945, issue:

€hief Negotiator Lord Keynes told the
Yanks bluntly that Britain was entitled to
an interest-free grant for the part the coun-
try had played in winning the war for Amer-

~ica. * * * He was told Mr. Truman agreed,
but he dared not try to put anything like
that across Congress. * * * In return,
there was a sort of gentlemen's understand-
ing that America would help Britain to pull
down the world’s tariff walls, and would con-
sider lowering its own tariff obstacles to
British products.

Then, continuing, and note this:

Moreover, Eeynes avolded giving the
Americans a pledge that Dominion prefer-
ences would be removed. He merely promised
that Britain would consider bargaining on
this matter.

Obviously, the British press is not in-
fallible; nor does it represent the view-
point necessarily of the Government or
the representatives who negotiated this
agreement. But this scandalous inter-
pretation raises the question: Is there
any possible basis of terminology—any
escape clauses—under which this inter-
pretation might be justified?

The answer is “Yes.” Let me call the
Senate’s attention to some of the phrase-
ology and provisos by which the apparent
objectives could be nullified or distorted.
As far as I could find in the hearings on
this joint resolution, the administration
spokesman did not discuss these points
before the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee.

Sections 7, 8, and 10 of the financial
agreement, in the provisions relating to
sterling area and other exchange ar-
rangements, all contain the loophole
clause “unless in exceptional cases a later
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date is agreed upon after consultation.”
A similar clause reading “unless in excep-
tional cases after consultation they
agree otherwise” is contained in section
8 (i) (b).

In effect, this is a tremendous delega-
tion of congressional powers. Propo-
nents may argue that it is necessary to
take care of unforeseen contingencies.
But it does not alter the fact that clauses
like this can be used subsequently to
change fundamentally congressional
policy after the Congress has ratified this
agreement. Furthermore, the likelihood
that such evasions might occur is en-
hanced by the apparent fact that the
America negotiators were motivated to
some extent in the terms of -this agree-
ment by what they thought Congress
would insist upon as a minimum.

Look at some of the other language of
the agreement. In section 6: Instead of
making a clear-cut agreement with the
words “The United Kingdom agrees to—"
or similar words, the agreemen? uses the
very weak language “It is understood the
United Kingdom will * * *” Simi-
larly, in section 10, instead of saying posi-
tively “The United Kingdom will make
arrangements” the language of the docu-
ment reads, “The United Kingdom in-
tends to make.” Contrast that with the
language “The United States will extend
a line of credit of $3,750,000,000,” and so
forth,

Section 5, which relates to the waiver
of interest payments, also contains some
“sleeper provisions.” On the face of it,
it appears that interest will not be waived
unless imports are less than the 1936-38
average. This is how Lord Keynes, the
chief British negotiator, explained this
provision in the House of Lords during
the British debates on December 17 and
18, 1945:

‘We pay no interest for 6 years. After that
we pay no interest in any year in which our
exports have not Ezen restored to a level
which may be estimated at about 60 percent
in excess of prewar. I repeat that. We pay
no interest in any year in which our exporta
have not been restored to a level which may
be estimated at about 60 percent in excess
of what they were prewar * * * in vol-
ume.

This is the explanation of the 60-per-
cent increase referred to in this quota-
tion: In prewar years Britain paid for
almost half of her imports by rendering
shipping and financial services, includ-
ing insurance, and with the income re-
ceived from very substantial foreign in-
vestments. Lord Keynes apparently
realized that services and investments
will never again pay for such a large
proportion of the British trade, and that
Britain under the loan will be in the very
fortunate position of expanding her ex-
ports 60 percent over prewar levels—or
else not be obligated to pay interest on
this loan.

‘What does it mean so far as the United
States is concerned? It means that we
are partially underwriting, not for a
transition period, but for 50 years—the
term of the loan—a new British economy
which will be based to a much larger ex-
tent on exports rather than shipping and
financial services. In other words, under
this loan we are straddling two great
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propositions presented by the United
Kingdom economy. We are straddling a
short-term proposition and a long-term
proposition. The implications of each of
these deserve careful consideration—
and I intend to consider them later in
my remarks.

Lord Keynes went on tu say this about
the provisions for interest-waiver:

Moreover, the installments of capital pay-
ments are so arranged that we obtain the
maximum benefit of this provision (waiver
of interest) in the early years. For at the
start, the minimum payment to which we
have committed ourselves (i. e. repayment
of prinecipal) is no more than £13,000,000.

The repayment schedule is so arranged
that almost two-thirds of the required
payments in the early years consists of
interest, which part could be waived.
There is some justification for this, I
concede, because the interest is computed
annually on the basis of the amount of
the loan then outstanding. However, it
also has the effect of placing large
amounis of interest in jeopardy of col-
lection at a time when the waiver pro-
visions are in effect, and large amounts
of capital in jeopardy at future times
when there is greater probability of de-
fault. In other words, we stand to lose
at both ends.

Mention should also be made of the
long interest-free period and the pro-
vision tucked away in the last sentence
of paragraph (b) under section 5.

Under the latter provision, if a waiver
of interest is requested during the years
1951 to 1955, the computation is based
not on the income for that year but on
the average of all the years from 1950.
The net effect is a carry-over provision
that liberalizes the waiver provisions in
subsequent years if income in the early
1950’s does not reach the specified level.

It should also be noted that with the
interest-free provisions until 1951 the ef-
fective rate of interest for the entire
period is considerably below the nominal
2 percent provided in the agreement.
Secretary Vinson pointed out in the
hearings that, depending on when the
money is actually drawn, the effective
rate of interest, taking into account the
interest-free period, could be as low as
1.63 percent. And this depends on full
future interest payments. If the inter-
est is waived, especially in the early years
of the loan, the effective interest rate
would actually be substantially below 1.63
percent.

In this connection, it is interesting to
note the two different placements of em-
phasis that are made by the American
and British proponents of this loan. In
the hearings before the Banking and
Currency Committee it was emphasized
that the 5-year period of grace was
largely due to the probability that the
British would draw on the credit only
gradually over a 3- or b5-year period.
In the British Parliament the emphasis
was placed on the considerable period of
time, during which time all the money
would be available without interest.

Lord Eeynes summed up the situation
with these words in Parliament:

The balm and sweet simplicity of no per-
cent is not admitted, but we are not asked
to pay interest except under conditions when
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we can reasonably well afford to do so, and
the capital installments are e0 spread that
our minimum obligation in the early years is
actually less than it would be with a loan
free of interest repayable in equal install-
ments.

So much for the waiver of interest
provisions. Other provisions in the
agreement are equally full of deceptions.
Section 9 (b) for example, opens the
door wide for discriminating import ar-
rangements by including the proviso:

This shall not apply in cases in which
there may be special necessity for the coun-
try imposing such restrictions to assist
* * * 4 country whose economy has been
disrupted by war.

I ask any Senator, what participating
country has not had its economy dis-
rupted by this global war?

Consider also section 8 (iii). It is pop-
ularly assumed that with this loan we
obtain a world trade free from exchange
and import restrictions—at least insofar
as the British Empire is concerned. I
have already suggested numerous loop-
holes whereby British compliance might
be delayed and postponed. And now,
we come to the particular subsection
that adds the coup de grace. This sub-
section provides that the agreements are
not binding after December 31, 1951.
The excuse, included with the subsection,
is that the termination is in anticipation
of more comprehensive arrangements by
multilateral agreement.

As a practical matter, I am convinced
this loan will have very little effect in
expanding the channels of multilateral
trading. There are many barriers to be
surmounted with other countries, even if
Britain and the United States were com-
mitted 100 percent to the policy by the
agreement—which obviously is not the
case. I think it is also evident that the
loan will have a very limited effect inso-
far as Britain alone is concerned.

Those who believe that this agreement
is the Open Sesame for all world trade
will not find encouragement in the
British press. This observation, for ex-
ample, appeared in the New English
Weekly for March 7, 1946:

The unblocking of sterling should start in
January 1947, well in advance of the time-
table prescribed by the Washington financial
agreement. The unblocking will not pro-
ceed as the American negotiators at Wash-
ington imagined it would proceed. They en-
visaged a wholesale conversion of overseas
sterling into dollars and the gradual redemp-
tion of the remainder of Britain’s overseas
indebtedness.

I continue to quote from this British
weekly:

That is not the way it will be worked.
Conversion into dollars will be limited to the
amount of dollars available. If the United
States does not provide dollars in abundance,
then the conversion of overseas sterling into
dollars will be on a very limited scale,

Statements like this imply several
things. First, that the British pattern
of action is set, regardless of what we do
on this loan. Second, that Americans
are over-optimistic concerning the trade
benefits that can accrue. Third, that
the effects will not be expansive, but
merely directly proportional to the num-
ber of dollars we are willing to pump
into the world economic stream.
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Those who favor this loan have de-
vised numerous arguments with refer-
ence to the $13,000,000,000 of blocked
sterling that Britain owes. Unless we
give this loan, they argue, these balances
will exclude American products from
the whole sterling area. The inference
is that this agreement would make this
sterling readily convertible to any other
currency. The plain fact is that such
conversion and repayment are wholly
impossible on Britain's part, except as
settlements are made scaling the
amounts downward and refunding
agreements are made for repayments
over a long period of years. In fact, the
Joan agreement itself recognizes such an
intention on Britain’s part; and also
states that the dollars of the loan will
not be used to discharge these obliga-
tions. What is not added is that Britain
would probably make refunding agree-
ments in any event, for she simply could
not live if she used all her exports to
satisfy blocked sterling and received no
food and raw materials in return.

It is true that under certain conditions,
1 year after the effective date of the
agreement (conditioned again with the
loophole clause “unless in special cases a
later date is agreed upon after consulta-
tion”), sterling balances released, or
otherwise available, would under the
agreement be available for current trans-
actions in any currency area. But here
again, the limiting factor would be
Britain’s ability to make such payments.
Until Britain reaches a trade status that
permits a substantial repayment, this
will have little bearing on increasing
multilateral trade; until that time, it
means nothing more than our dollars
taking a circuitous path.

It has frequently been argued that this
loan is an “or else” proposition: we must
make the loan or face dire consequences
in a world trade war., This argument
has been hammered and hammered by
those supporting this agreement. In my
opinion it is one of the weakest argu-
ments that can be made in its behalf.

In the first place, I have confidence
that America can more than hold its own
in any trade war, if one develops. In the
second place, foreign trade, or any trade,
should be highly competitive. It is when
we get info cartels and agreements to re-
strict or shut off competition that we
have most of our troubles. If multi-
lateral trading is gopod—and most every-
one agrees that it is, in principle—Britain
will join in negotiations to that end when
she is able and willing—just as other
countries of the world will. No mone-
tary consideration on our part should be
necessary for doing something that is
mutually advantageous.

For those who argue “Yes, but Britain
and other couniries cannot do it now
unless we assist them” the answer is very
simple. It is not to our own best inter-
ests to expand now. We want to retain
our nylons, automobiles, lumber, ma-
chine tools, railroad equipment, and the
host of other consumer and capital goods.

Mr. President, it is a great mistake to
assume that our industrial plant is in
shape to compete for trade in future
yvears. We are very greatly in need of
the very same products which the British
will be needing, if we are to bring our
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plant up to a point of efficiency and to
translate the technological advances due
to war research into our actual practice
and operation in order that we may sup-
port the high-wage economy and at the
same time by lowering per-unit costs be
in a position to compete in the world
markets. But if we permit Britain or
other countries to bid against- our indus-
trialists and others who need this equip-
ment, we shall merely be retarding our
reconversion, delaying the time when we
can bring our industrial plant to a peace-
time efficiency commensurate with our
research and our know-how. We want
to retain these materials, Mr. President,
until our own accumulated backlog is
satisfied.

We have even gone to the extent of
rigid export licensing to control the
outflow. It is sheer nonsense to say we
are helping ourselves in this respect by
the loan, when we are simply creating
more inflationary pressures that must he
controlled.

Neither is there any validity in the
statements that we must participate now
in world trade because permanent chan-
nels are being set up that will continue
to persist. The fact is that present
trade—including much of our internal
domestic trade—is not based on costs or
quality, but merely on the existence of a
supply. Future normal trade, both at
home and abroad, will be shaped to a
large extent by cost and quality.

When we are in a position and have
goods on hand to export, we shall have
no difficulty in world markets for lack of
dollar exchange. The recent report of
the Export-Import Bank contains a de-
tailed statement showing that gold and
dollar assets of foreign countries in-
creased from $14,972,000,000 in December
1938 to $21,042,000,000 on June 30, 1945,
Although the gold and dollar assets of
the United Kingdom have shrunk from
$3,129,000,000 to $1,840,000,000 during
that period, other countries have much
more than offset that decline. Hence,
our foreign trade has ample basis for ex-
pansion, insofar as these assets are con-
ducive to trade and assist in the mechan-
ics of exchange.

The Department of Commerce made a
detailed study of Foreign Trade in a
Postwar Economy which was published
in November 1944. This was before the
end of the war, and many months before
the British loan was under consideration.
The report was highly optimistic of the
future foreign-trade opportunities of
this country. It took notice of the in-
creased gold and dollar balances of for-
eign countries, pointing out that while
the whole amount could not be used for
purchases, “it is enfirely possible that
extraordinary imports from the United
States will be financed out of these ac-
cumulations at the rate of one to two
billion dollars a year for several years.”

The report envisaged an enlarged Ex-
port-Import Bank, direct investments of
corporate funds in foreign- enterprises,
and loans through an International
Bank. Nothing, of course, was said about
the proposed British loan. Then this
estimate was made:

It has been estimated that postwar exports
of §7,000,000,000 would be possible on the
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basis of nmew foreign investment of about
$1,000,000,000 a year. Exports of $10,000,000,-
000 would be possible if, in addition to in-
creased imports from tariff reduction esti-
mated at a possible $1,000,000,000, the rate of
foreign investment was stepped up to $3,300,-
000,000 a year.

Exports of this magnitude are about
three times the 1937-39 level of exports.

Now, the facts are that the Export-
Import Bank alone has already received
funds for loans of approximately $3,300,-
000,000, and another $1,250,000,000 is
anticipated. The very obvious conclusion
to be drawn is that on the basis of the
Department of Commerce’s own figures
we can expect a very substantial future
foreign trade—without the British loan.

In the final analysis, the volume of
our foreign trade will ultimately depend
on our willingness to accept imports. As
- has been pointed out frequently, inter-
national loans are merely deferred im-
ports. Or, if not repaid, they represent
exports that are given away. A loan may
create a temporary prosperity to the ex-
porter who has a surplus, but such pros-
perity is wholly superficial if payment in
goods is not received in return. If we
are loaning only to export, we might as
well give the money directly to.the ex-
porters and then give the commodities
away to our own people who need or de-
sire them, From an économic stand-
point, the result is the same.

In any event, the real decisions that
govern the flow of international trade are
the specific decisions with respect to
tariffs, exchange conditions, trade con-
trols, commodity agreements, and so
forth—not the high-sounding general
policies and platitudes. We have heard
much, for example, about our future
trade policies unhampered by any re-
strictions. In the next breath these
same spokesmen recognize the necessity
of guotas, export subsidies, and a host of
other trade restrictions on numerous
commodities, such as sugar, wheat, cot-
ton, petroleum, and other commodities,
I do not intend to convey the impression
that these trends are necessarily wrong.
I do want to suggest that these specific
decisions, and other specific decisions,
commodity by commodity, are the factors
that will govern the level of our foreign
trade—not the hopes and aspirations ex-
pressed in general policies.

Thus far in my remarks I have been
discussing one major point: The prob-
able effect of this agreement on the eco~
nomic trade of this country. Let me
summarize briefly some of the arguments.

I helieve we stand to gain very little
from this agreement. We bind ourselves
to an expensive bargain that is full of
loopholes and escape clauses. We pro-
pose to expand our foreign trade when we
are not ready to do so—when it will
merely increase inflationary pressures
already alarming.

We will not be closing the door to
future trade if we do not make the loan.
American traders will be able to hold
their own in future competition, espe=
cially if we do not hamper thém in trans-
lating the research of war and techniques
developed during the war into actual pro-
duction processes by permitting the ex-
portation of their machine tools and
other capital geoeds to countries, includ-
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ing Great Britain, which are now seeking
them. Future trade will depend more on
specific decisions than on present general
policies. Whether we grant the loan or
not, British trade policies will be devel-
oped largely independent of our plans or
desires. In short, the loan would have
only a limited transitory effect on our
trade—and some of the transitory effects
would be bad. There would be an infla-
tionary effect now; deflation Ilater.
After these effects are dissipated, our
future foreign trade would depend on ex-
actly the same factors that would exist
without the granting of the loan,

The second major consideration
evolves about the relationship of this
loan to the economic status of the United
Kingdom. To discuss this situation
properly, a distinction must be made be-
tween the short-term and long-term
problems of the United Kingdom.,

Britain’s short-term problems evolve
about the immediate necessity of build-
ing up exports so that a balance of trade
can be achieved and so that sufficient
food and raw materials can be imported.
The long-term problems evolve aboub
Britain’s natural desire to hold the Em-
pire together and to be a dominant power
in world trade.

In my estimation, the short-term prob-
lems have been very much over-estimated
and the long-term problems have been
very much underestimated. There may
be some justification to give assistance
to Britain to meet her short-term prob-
lems. But there is absolutely no justifi-
cation to underwrite the British Empire
nor a dominant place in world trade for
the United Kingdom. As previously sug-
gested, this financial agreement straddles
both propositions.

First, let us examine the short-term
problems of Britain. The facts are that
the United Kingdom exports declined
during the war to less than one-third of
prewar volume. This was due, we are
told, to Britain’s concentration on war
production rather than exports. No one
can gainsay that. But it is also true that
a large decline in exports was due ipso
facto to the war closure of British mar-
kets in Germany and enemy-controlled
territories. About 29 percent of British
exports went to these countries before the
war. In other words, it was not entirely
a voluntarily decision to forget about
exports. In any event, United States
lend-lease bridged the gap for British
consumers and supplied the urgent de-
ficiencies.

The British bitterly complained about
the cessation of lend-lease at the war’s
end. They felt they had a vested right
in its continuance until their economic
affairs were in order. During the subse~
quent negotiations for a loan they
painted a bleak picture of the recupera-
tive prospects of the United Kingdom.
The American negotiators took them at
their word. Even during the recent
hearings when later data were available,
the Treasury Department submitted for
the record a glamorized chart purporting
to show the huge net outpayments the
United Kingdom would have in its foreign
trade through 1950. The chart indicates
net out-payments of almost $2,000,000,000
in 1946, Yet, Messrs. Vinson and Clay=
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ton admitted during the hearings that
this was based on a gross understatement
of British exports which were the basis
of the loan discussions. Mr, Atlee’s re-
vised estimates of a few weeks ago were
almost half a billion dollars more for 1946
exports. For 1947, the Treasury's chart
estimates a net outpayment of about
£350,000,000 or about $1,400,000,000.

Mr, President, contrast this with the
current analysis made by a British
economist, C. Morgan-Webb, in the New
English Weekly for March 7, 1946. I
read:

It is clear now that the British negoti-
ators who went to Washington shortly after
VJ-day, were unduly pessimistic as to Brit-
ain’s powers of recovery, Since the statis-
tics on which they relied were compiled,
economic recovery has been rapid. The rate
of demobilization has exceeded expectations.
Overseas military expenditure has declined
equally rapidly. Postwar austerity has
caused substantial reductions in imports
from the United States. And exports are
making an astonishing recovery.

Reducing these generalizations to figures,
visible imports have been brought down to
£90,000,000 a month., To these must be
added invisible imports comprising the costs
of military and other overseas services.
Military expenditures overseas for 1946 are
estimated at £300,000,000, declining from
£35,000,000 a month in January to £15,000,-
000 & month in December. Other overseas
expenditures will average £10,000,000 a
month throughout the year.

For January the imports, visible and in-
visible, were, as far as can be estimated, as
follows:

Goods --- e £90, 000, 000

Cost of overseas military serv=-
fces ... 35, 000, 000
Cost of other overseas services.. 10, 000, 000
Total 135, 000, 000

Exports for January were £57,000,000.
This makes the adverse balance of trade
£78,000,000 for the month. Overseas in-
debtedness was increased by this amount.

Continued austerity and the gradual re-
duction of overseas military expenditure will
reduce imports from £135,000,000 to £115,-
000,000 by the end of the year. What will
be the value of exports to set against an
import wvalue of £115,000,000 in January
19472

The only basis for an export estimate a
year ahead is the rise in exports from £30,-
000,000 in November 1945 to £57,000,000 in
January 1946. This remarkable increase, at
a rate of almost £13,000,000 a month, was
achieved when most of the export indus-
tries were still in the stage of change-over,
and were greatly hampered by shortages in
manpower, raw materials, and shipping.

A much more moderate increase of £5,-
000,000 per month will suffice to create an
equilibrium balance of trade and to equate
exports with imports at a level of £117,-
000,000 a month by January 1947. This task
for the export industries should be easy.
There is a {ree, overseas, ready-money,
sterling purchasing power of £2,000,000,000
available to buy British exports. For the
export of American goods, dollar loans have
to be made to create overseas dollar pur-
chasing power. But overseas sterling pur-
chasing power exists in abundance, far be-
yond the full capacity of British export in-
dustries, For at least 3 years the only limit
to British exports will be the capacity to
produce them,

As far as can bhe foreseen, the economic
strain on Britain's international activities
will cease by January 1947.
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While this analysis has no official
status, it is based on official figures, and
I think it clearly shows that the short-
term British problem is not as severe as
is commonly supposed. With the entire
world hungry for goods—any goods—
quality and price are secondary consid-
erations—the United Kingdom, or any
country, is in a position to export all she
can produce and spare.

The short-term phase of international
trade will come to an end when the cur-
rent backlog of demand is dissipated.
When supplies begin to catch up with ac-
cumulated demands a new relationship
will prevail. As far as the British Em-
pire is concerned, I believe it is inevitable
that certain long-term trends will again
begin to operate.

It is no secret that the British Empire
is no longer the mutually-profitable eco-
nomic system it once was. From an
economie standpoint, it has been slowly
cracking and falling apart ever since
World War I. Its original economic
strength lay in the fact that the manu-
facturing and trading activities of the
mother country were nicely comple-
mentary to the raw materials supplied by
the far-flung components of the Empire.
However, with the expansion of indus-
trial techniques, the various depend-
encies of the Empire have gradually as-
sumed part of the role formerly played
by the United Kingdom. They have un-
dertaken to do manufacturing from their
own raw materials. Insofar as over-all
efficiency is concerned it can be lower
than that of the United Kingdom and
still compete successfully—because it
saves the transportation costs involved in
the long hauls to and from the United
Kingdom.

Let me illustrate with specific facts.
First, consider India. Prior to World
War I India relied largely on Great
Britain to supply its manufacturing
wants. Twenty-five years later, Indian
imports of Lancashire cotton goods, for
example, dropped to less than one-tenth
of the previous level. India developed its
own industries, including a steel works,
the largest single industrial enterprise,
and by 1939 had 10,500 factories. Almost
400 spinning and weaving establishments
spun 1,250,000,000 pounds of cotton yarn
and 4,000,000,000 yards of woven goods,
and the Tata Steel Works produced over
1,000,000 tons of steel and almost 2,000,-
000 tons of pig iron and ferro-alloys.

The net result of this industrial de-
velopment was a lessening of economic
ties between India and the Empire. Only
about one-third of British Indian foreign
trade was with the United Kingdom in
1938, and Britain was buying more goods
from India than she sold her.

Australia has always maintained close
trade relations with the United Kingdom.
But here, too, the same trend is evident.
Along with the sheep indusfry, which
constitutes by far the most important
part of the pastoral industries, Australia
has been developing a woolen textile in-
dustry that is competitive with United
Kingdom exports. New South Wales
and Victoria have developed not only
woolen textiles industries but also com-
petitive iron and steel products. It is
true that these manufactures are pri-
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marily for home consumption, but to the
extent that they tend to replace woolen
products and iron and steel products
from the United Eingdom, they tend to
break the economic ties with the home
country. It is clearly evident that Aus-
tralia’s import needs are becoming more
and more diversified, and old ties are
weakening.

Similarly, the foreign trade of New
Zealand, South®Africa, and other em-
pire countries has become more diversi-
fied from nonempire countries.

The striking proof of the decline of
solidarity in economic matters within the
Empire is evidenced, not only by some of
the reactions of empire countries when
the tariff preferences were established in
the early 1930’s but also by the recent
frank statements from British leaders
that Britain cannot avoid having some
defections from their economic bloc.

The Ottawa agreements in 1932 estab-
lished a comprehensive interempire sys=-
tem of tariff preferences. It is note-
worthy that India denounced this treaty
in 1936 and 1937, although temporarily
extending its provisions. Purthermore,
some parts of the colonial Empire con-
tinued the system of free trade, despite
the opportunity to participate in the
Empire system.

An admission of probable economic de-
fections in the case of a show-down on
the dollar pool came from Lord Keynes
in the House of Lords debate last Decem-
ber. In one part of his remarks he said:

It will be very satisfactory if we can main-
tain the voluntary wartime system into 1947.
But what hope is there of the countries con-
cerned continuing such an arrangement
much longer than that? Indeed, the danger
is that those countries which have a dollar
or gold surplus, such as India and South
Africa, would prefer to make their own
arrangements.

That is an admission in the British
Parliament that the dollar pool will dis-
appear anyway, that Britain cannot hope
to hold it together. Yet it is advanced
as one of the arguments in support of
the proposed $3,750,000,000 loan.

With the words I have just quoted,
Lord Keynes was speaking with specific
reference to the dollar pool of the ster-
ling bloe.
he observes is another evidence of the
economic ties in the Empire that are
being gradually broken.

Even more noticeable insofar as India
is concerned, are the probabilities that
India will soon break some political ties
and obtain a greater measure of self-
government. All factions in Parliament
apparently have come around to the con-
clusion that, in the words of Prime Min-
ister Attlee, “the tide of nationalism is
running very fast in India.” Despite
many Moslem and Hindu issues which
present formidable problems, the new
Cripps mission will undoubtedly give
greater political autonomy to India.

All of these facts clearly add up to
substantiate the basic proposition, name-
ly, that Britain’s short-term problems
have been overestimated and Britain’s
long-term problems have been under-
estimated. In other words, with direct
relation to this proposed loan, we are
embarking on a program that overshoots

However, the situation that
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all immediate needs and thereby en-
meshes us in long-range problems that
we cannot blithely assume without risk-
ing not only this loan but also whatever
loan follows this in pouring good money
after bad.

The third major point that deserves
consideration in connection with this
proposed loan is the financial status of
the United States. What is our present
status? What is our natural wealth in
resources? What other loans are in
prospect? What other contingencies
must we prepare for?

Some people have the notion that our
finances and resources are inexhaustible.
Let no one delude himself that there is
no breaking point in the amount of debt
our Government and people can bear.

Our gross public debt stands at about
$280,000,000,000, or about $2,000 for
every man, woman, and child in this
country. Our war expenditures have
been about $335,000,000,000. We went
into the war with a per capita public
debt only one-half of Great Britain; we
have come out of the war with a per
capita debt approximately the same.

Lend-lease cost us $46,000,000,000, ac-
cording to official report issued a few
months ago. More recently, the De-
partment of Commerce has estimated
that reporting lags and other factors
will make the likely wind-up figure of
lend-lease $50,000,000,000 to $52,000,000,-
000. All ultimate recoveries, according to
the Department of Commerce, will be less
than $5,000,000,000. Reverse lend-lease,
which is treated as a separate transac-
tion, is expected to total about $7,000,-
000,000.

Of the $52,000,000,000, the British re-
ceived in excess of $30,000,000,000. Rus-
sia received $11,000,000,000. France re-
ceived $1,500,000,000, and China and the
American Republics, $630,000,000 and
$420,000,000, respectively.

With the $650,000,000 settlement ap-
plied to a net British lend-lease account
of $23,000,000,000 ($30,000,000,000 minus
$7,000,000,000 reverse lend-lease) the
United States is obtaining a settlement
of about 2.8 cents to the dollar from
Great Britain.

Mr. President, the natural resource
base of any nation is the foundation
upon which its standard of living is de-
termined. What about the base of our
natural wealth and our natural re-
sources? We have developed, Mr, Presi-
dent, generation after generation, under
the influence and the thinking of the
generations that preceded, which ex-
panded the frontier of America, and
each generation began to live in the con-
cept of the generation that preceded it.
Therefore all too many people in this
country are laboring under the delusion
that our resources are inexhaustible, I
think in adding this $3,750,000,000 to
our already staggering total debt of
$280,000,000,000, we, as trustees for the
people of this country and for the on-
coming generations, should with care,
examine the resource base of America to
ascertain whether we can take on not
only this contemplated load, but the load
of increased debt which will flow from
making other loans of this type, for I
say, Mr. President, if this measure is
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passed, and the loan is made, and we
underwrite British exports 60 percent in
excess of the 1938-39 average, we will
have to come forward in the long pull
with more loans and more loans to main-
tain the uneconomic situation.

I wish every Senator before he votes
for this loan would read the so-called
Victory report made by the former Sec-
retary of the Interior. The so-called
Victory report of the former Secretary
of the Interior, Mr. Harold L. Ickes, dis-
closed the extent of our mineral deple-
tion. According to this report “the
[war] drain on our national natural
assets has been staggering.” The report
states that only 9 of our major minerals
remain in our known domestic reserves
in great enough quantity of usable grade
to last 100 years or more; that known
usable reserves of 22 essential minerals
have dwindled to a 35-year supply or
less; that assured domestic deposits of
petroleum will last only from 14 to 20
years at our present rate of use. Man-
ganese, vanadium, and tungsten—three
particularly strategic materials—are
especially short, according to the report.
We have left only a 2-year supply of
usable manganese ore in our proved do-
mestic supply; a 7-year supply of vana-
dium; and a 4-year supply of tungsten,
Among the other 19 minerals in less than
35-year supply are, according to the re-
port, petroleum, copper, lead, zinc,
nickel, bauxite, chromite, and cadmium.

The mineral resources that were dis-
sipated during the war cannot be re-
placed. This loss is one of the major
material losses of the war. Experts
point out that we have so weakened our
mineral bases that, should another war
come, we would be impotent without
access to many minerals in other parts
of the world. Even more important is
the fact that we are forcing our peace-
time economy to become dependent to a
much greater extent on foreign supplies.

One of the most constructive things
that we can do about this unpleasant
aftermath of war is to lay in adequate
stock piles by imports of short materials.
In so doing we not only strengthen our
economic base but also give a firm basis
for mutually profitable international
trade. Such is a much preferable trade
to that generated by foreign loans that
are not repaid.

What we have already paid for this
war—the millions of casualties, the bil-
lions of dollars, the depletion of our re-
sources—is not the total bill to which
we have become obligated. We know
from previous experience that some of
the major costs of war are those that
come long after the cessation of hos-
tilities; the tremendous costs for the
care, pensions, and benefits of veterans;
the social and educational problems aris-
ing out of the wartime distortions; the
economic aftermaths of the false pros-
perity of war; the increased costs of
national defense.

These are expensive undertakings for
a postwar government budget. Look at
the probable 1947 budget—1Ilet alone look-
ing down to that of the year 2001, the
period for which this loan runs. The
1947 budget will contain about $12,000,-
000,000 for national defense, $5,000,000,-
000 for veterans' pensions and benefits,
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and $5,000,000,000 for interest alone on
the public debt.

In the decade prior to World War I,
the annual Federal Budget averaged
about $700,000,000—I stumbled over that
figure; yes, I meant million—a year. Af-
ter the war, the Budget never again
dropped below $3,000,000,000. It rose
during the depression of the 1930’s to an
average in excess of $8,000,000,000. In
other words, the effects of World War 1
more than quadrupled the Budget and
the subsequent economic depression, re-
lated in part to the war, more than
doubled it again. A similar experience
after World War II would saddle us with
a Federal Budget of $60,000,000,000 or
more. And remember that our entire
national income from all sources in the
depths of the depression in 1932 was only
about $40,000,000,000, or about two-
thirds of that. Remember, too, that the
peak annual expenditures in World War I
were about $18,000,000,000. World War
IT disrupted the financial and economic
system to the extent of more than $100,-
000,000,000 in the 1945 fiscal year,

We must become reconciled to the fact
that our future Federal Budget will con-
tain vastly expanded amounts for hous-
ing, health, social security, education,
public works, and the like. The budget
balancers and economy experts will argue
otherwise, but they have blinded their
eyes to the inevitable steps that our Gov-
ernment must take. The underprivi-
leged of this country are being besieged
with an avalanche of foreign ideologies.
Unless our democratic system of govern-
ment takes a greater interest in the so-
cial and economic problems of the under-
privileged—unless the underprivileged
receive bread instead of crumbs—we in
this country will be faced with an up-
surge of fascism and communism, or
both, in our own back yard. The one
big lesson to be learned from European
experiences in the past decades is that
the political cancer associated with pov-
erty and neglect cannot be controlled
once it has begun to make headway.

These are the probable financial de-
mands we face at home. These, as I
see it, are our primary obligations. How
many additional obligations can we load
on our Government without reaching
the breaking point? If this $4,000,000,-
000—or, to be specific, $3,750,000,000—
were all—if it did the job—I would be
glad to support it. But, as I see it, this
loan is only the first transfusion of a
financial nature insofar as Britain’s
long-term problems are concerned. It
is a major precedent for similar loans to
other countries—despite all official as-
sertions to the contrary. According to
many reports, we have been approached
for foreign loans which total in the
neighborhood of $25,000,000,000. Lord
Keynes cited this figure in Parliament
after he had been in close association
with the negotiators of this loan.

It is a naive conception that this loan
will open up the world markets for great-
1y expanded multilateral trade. I have
already indicated my opinion that inso-
far as Britain is concerned, it will have
a very limited effect. The primary ef-
fect, as I see it, is to give encouragement
to all countries seeking loans that they
can force us to buy off their intentions—
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or, to put it more delicately, to enable
them to cooperate with us in reducing
barriers to international trade. In other
words, we are embarking on a program
that would require us to lend billions
upon billions to buy off each country in
turn that has any inclinations toward
imposing trade barriers. On top of all
this, we run into the most formidable
barrier of all in the state-controlled

‘foreign trade of Russia and certain other

countries under her domination and
leadership. There is no easy answer to
the problems of world multilateral trade.
Neither the British loan—nor many more
like it—will buy it for us.

As to the general proposition of world
peace and world cooperation that is in-
volved in this loan and any others that
follow it, I suggest that this is not a sure
way to success. It would be a great ca-
lamity to world peace if our country, as
one of the major pillars in the United
Nations, crumbled financially under the
weight of excessive commitments.
Those extremists who blindly support
any project that is labeled “interna-
tional” are doing this country and the
cause they seek to serve a great dis-
service. They are building up a pres-
sure of disillusion and reaction that will
swing the pendulum of public opinion far
back in the opposite direction from sure-
footed and sane international coopera-
tion; and no man knows where it will
stop.

Any future stable international rela-
tionships must be based on enlightened
self-interest. We will not gain the re-
spect nor cooperation of countries that
are patronized or bought by our policies.

This proposed financial agreement is
a strange combination of international
philanthropy and commercial lending.
It has the bad features of both and the
good features of neither. It is not a
sound loan. It is not a gracious gift.
It does not establish a respectable
debtor-creditor status. Nor does it give
the plaudits, self-satisfaction, or intan-
gible benefits to which a donor thinks he
is entitled.

The agreement is a surprise-package
of verbal ambiguities. It has two alter-
native sets of labels. The British Parlia-
ment took it under the label of a gift.
In the Congress it is being peddled under
the label of a loan. When the package
is opened and the peoples of both coun-
tries discover that it is not what they
supposed, there can be only one possible
reaction: disappointment and resent-
ment in both nations.

Already parts of the British press are
employing the words “Shylock” and

- “gkinflint” in their references to our part

in this agreement. Exactly this same
attitude has prevailed with respect to
lend-lease, despite our unbounded gen-
erosity under this program. Lend-lease,
too, was a mixture of lending and giving.
It too was labeled to the American peo-
ple as a lending proposition. It turned
out to be 90 percent giving and 10 per-
cent lending. &
Obviously, there is nothing inherently
wrong in giving. Every public-spirited
person is in favor of giving to any worthy
cause, national or international, as much
as we can afford as individuals or as a
Nation. But it is wholly indefensible to
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misrepresent these or any other meas-
ures to the American people, the British
people, or any other people on earth.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HarcH in the chair). Does the Senator
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from
Arkansas?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
mean to suggest that it was a worthy
‘cause to defeat Hitler and the Germans?
Is it the Senator’s point that that was
a worthy cause for which to give money?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do not under-
stand the Senator’s question, if he has
been following my remarks.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not under-
stand the Senator’s statement that we
had given something through lend-lease
for a worthy cause. Was that worthy
cause the defeat of Hitler?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I simply wished
to make it clear——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That it was a
worthy cause?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That there is
nothing wrong in giving, if we know what
we are doing. But if the British people
understand this to be more in the nature
of a gift, and our people understand it
to be more in the nature of a loan, then
Iam convinced that when they both come
to understand what it really means, it
can result only in misunderstanding and
resentment in both countries.

I then went on to say that when we
started with lend-lease it was said that
it was to be a lending proposition, but
that it turned out to be 90 percent giving
and 10 percent lending. I do not think
there is anything wrong with giving, but
I believe that if we are to make a gift
we should say so, and not dress it up in
the form of a pretended loan.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
think that the defeat of Hitler was a
worthy cause for which to give it?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Of course, it was
worthy to do anything that was neces-
sary to win the war, although I will say
to the Senator that I think we made a
tragic mistake in our lend-lease policy
in not obtaining from the countries with
which we were dealing through lend-
lease commitments to the policy which
we proposed to adopt in the postwar
period.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What policy is
that? I did not know that we had a
policy.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suppose the
Senator has forgotten it; but we thought
we had an Atlantic Charter. Of course,
it later turned out to be a few scraps of
paper.

In my opinion, this financial agree-
ment, taken in conjunction with the
lend-lease settlement, including the very
generous disposition of American prop-

‘erty and facilities in the British Isles, is
much more a gift than it is a loan.

If it is necessary to give the United
Kingdom additional assistance on top of
all we have given, and I am not satisfied
that it is, and certainly not in the
amount proposed in the agreement, it
should be done in an honest and
straightforward manner, either as an
out-and-out gift, or as a straight inter-
national loan from the Export-Import
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Bank, the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration, or other established Govern-
ment lending agency. There can be no
mutually satisfactory mixture of the two
functions.

Mr. President, I wish to say in con-
clusion that I think that is the most se-
rious aspect of this whole proposal for
the future: The fact that it has been
considered in Britain more as a gift than
a loan, that in the United States it has
been sold to the American people on the
basis of a loan, and that when the two
nations and the people of the two na-
tions come to understand that it is
neither one nor the other, the only result
can be in a worsening of the relation-
ships between these two English-speak-
ing countries which we should be most
careful to cultivate and to safeguard.

AMENDMENT OF STATUTORY PROVISION
REGARDING SERVICES PERFORMED BY
JUSTICES OF THE SUPREME COURT OF
THE UNITED STATES

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, soon
the President will be called upon to nom-
inate a Chief Justice of the United States
and an Associate Justice of the Supreme
Court.

It will be my purpose in due course to
offer an amendment to title 28, section
321 of the United States Code, but before
doing so, I wish to discuss briefly the
reasons for my proposal. To that end
let me point out that the law at present
reads:

The Supreme Court of the United States
shall consist of & Chief Justice of the United
States and eight Assoclate Justices, any six
of whom shall ‘constitute a quorum.

There is no limitation upon the ac-
tivities in which the Justices of the Su-
preme Court may engage, other than
that stated in section 373, which provides
that it “shall not be lawful for any judge
appointed under the authority of the
United States to exercise the profession
or employment of counsel or attorney, or
to be engaged in the practice of law.”
This latter section, so far as I can find,
has never been construed with reference
to Justices of the United States Supreme
Court. Whether or not acting as prose-
cutor in a court in Germany can be said
to constitute employment as a counsel
or attorney within the meaning of this
section, I do not undertake to say. Cer-
tainly any Associate Justice of the Su-
preme Court, so occupied, cannot be said
“to be engaged in the practice of the
law"” as the phrasing appears in the sec-
tion noted.

Speaking generally, it has been the
ages-long understanding of both bench
and bar that judges of any United States
court, including Justices of the Supreme
Court, shall not exercise the profession
of, or be employed as counsel or attorney
or be engaged in the practice of law lest,
within the provision of the statute, he
“shall be deemed guilty of a high mis-
demeanor.” If so guilty, any such judge
or any such Justice would be liable to
impeachment and, upon conviction, to
removal from office.

The amendment I have in mind would
not operate against any present Asso-
ciate Justice of the Supreme Court. Itis
to be doubted that Congress could pass
valid legislation to impose additional con-
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ditions upon such Justices beyond those
which obtained as a matter of law at the
time of their entrance upon their status.
There is no reason, however, why Con-
gress may not properly legislate quali-
fications or conditions which will speak
in the future. It seems singularly ap-
propriate, therefore, that we take ac-
count at this time of certain circum-
stances and situations which should be
guarded against in the future. Presently,
the office of Chief Justice of the United
States is vacant, due to the lamented
passing of that great jurist, Harlan F.
Stone. It may be noted that title 28,
section 323, United States Code, provides
that—

In case of a vacancy in the office of Chief
Justice, or of his inability to perform the
duties and powers of his office, they shall
devolve upon the Assoclate Justice who is first
in precedence, until such disability is re-
moved, or another Chief Justice is appointed
and duly qusliﬁed. This proﬂslon shall
apply to every Associate Justice who succeeds
to the office of Chief Justice.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly.

Mr. TAFT. 1 think there is one more-
or-less misapprehension among the peo-
ple of the United States and even among
the newspaper reporters in Washington,
and that is that the customary thing in
the case of the death of the Chief Justice
is to fill the vacancy from the other mem-
bers of the Court. I merely wish to call
the attention of the Senator to the fact
that for more than 100 years no Chief
Justice was ever appointed from the Su-
preme Court itself. It became an al-
most unvarying precedent that the Chief
Justice was appointed directly from out-
side life. The only two Chief Justices
who ever have been appointed from the
Court were Chief Justice White and Chief
Justice Stone, although I think it is pos-
sible that in the early days—in 1789—
there was one Chief Justice who was ap-
pointed from the Court, because at that
time the judges were shifted around a
great deal.

But the precedent grew up and I think
the people came fo consider that, on the
whole, it was an unwise thing to ap-
point Chief Justices from the member-
ship of the Court, because it might create
in the minds of Judges on the Court am-
bitions which possibly might influence
their opinions in the cases which came
before them.

As a matter of fact, my father broke
the precedent and appointed Chief Jus-
tice White, a Democrat, to be Chief Jus-
tice of the United States, from the Court.
I know he did so with great regret, and
I think he was very anxious that that
action not establish a precedent.

But gradually, apparently, our people
came to assume that the Chief Justice
should be appointed from the Court.

There are a number of reasons, be-
cause of personal feelings which may de-
velop on the Court, why it seems to me
to be, on the whole, an unwise policy in
general to appoint the Chief Justice
from the Court. I merely wished to call
the Senator's attention and the atten-
tion of the Senate to the fact that ap-
pointments of Chief Justices of the Su-
preme Court throughout our history,
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with only ftwo exceptions, have been
made from the bar outside of the Court
itself.

Mr. BRIDGES. And it might be &
reason, too, that if the Associate Justices
knew that there was to be a vacancy in
the position of Chief Justice and if the
administration which was to appoint the
Chief Justice had very strong feelings
and convictions regarding certain mat-
ters coming before the Court, it would
not be beyond the realm of possibility
that the Associate Justices might cater
somewhat to the administration which
was to make the appointment—which
would be a bad thing for the Court.

Mr. President, it might seem to some of
the Senators that after the word “inabil-
ity"” in the last-named section, we should
insert the words “or unwillingness,” to
the end that any Associate Justice who is
unwilling, for whatever reason, to per-
form the duties and powers of his office
shall be passed over in establishing pre-
cedence within the application of the
statute. I do not, however, press this
point, for it seems to me that we may
safely leave it to the good taste and the
good sense of Associate Justices of the
Supreme Court to dispose of the ques-
tion of the willingness of one of their
number to perform his duties. The mat-
ter of the correct interpretation of a
Justice’s “inability” to perform his duties
seems to me to imply a physical or
mental inability, although there is no
machinery by which to test the occasion
when that inability can be found to
exist. I dare say that should an Asso-
ciate Justice be possessed of an inability
due to mental causes beyond his control,
his colleagues on the bench would take
note of that fact and would devise appro-
priate means for dealing with the situa-
tion. If the term “inability’”’ can be said
to apply to a Justice who absents him-
self continuously and protractedly from
attendance upon sessions of the Court,
such inability due to his absence is prob-
ably sufficiently treated in the existing
law, in that such absentee will lose
“precedence,” as the term is used.

Disqualification of a Justice from serv-
ice upon a particular cause frequently
arises by virtue of the fact that the Jus-
tice disqualifying himself has previously
had some connection with the cause at
issue, or the parties thereto. The most
unusual of such instances arose only a
few years ago when the Court found it-
self devoid of a quorum principally be-
cause of the disqualification of so many
Justices who had been officers in the law
department of the United States over the
period when the particular case was
under investigation or consideration by
the Department of Justice. One after
another of the Justices had been Solicitor
General or Attorney General while the
matter had been in their official charge.

It seemed strange to many thoughtful
citizens of our country that in the years
between 1937 and 1944 the Chief Execu-
tive should appoint to the Supreme
Court, there to-construe cases arising
under the laws adopted over that same
period, law officers who had been the
President’s official legal advisers when
the very laws had been proposed. Some
of these Justices, former law advisers to
the White House, had even heen in
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charge of the enforcement of the very
laws which, after their appointment to
the Supreme Court, they might be called
upon to construe. There is a certain
delicacy of concept which underlies the
thinking of true believers in justice which
would have precluded many of them
from either making such appointments
or accepting them when tendered, under
the circumstances.

This is not to say that a Justice should
not disqualify himself in any cause of
the merits of which he holds precon-
ceived notions. All honor goes to such
a Justice who so disqualifies himself,
Nor would we criticize any Justice who
disqualifies himself where he knows he
has an open mind on a particular ques-
tion yet fears that the litigants and the
public might think otherwise. Not only
the substance but the form must be
regarded in such instances.

Happily, Congress came to the aid of
the Court in its dilemma in 1944 when it
provided that in the case in question, so
many Justices having been disqualified
that no quorum remained, the particular
case could receive final disposition at the
hands of a circuit court of appeals after
certification thereto by the Chief Justice.
Litigants who were entitled to the deci-
sion of the highest tribunal known to
our form of government, found less, to
be sure, but final repose is something, at
least. Unless Congress had acted spe-
cially, wandering in perpetuity in a sort
of legal Stygian darkness would have
been the bleak and unfortunate lot of
those litigants. I have not sought to
explore fully the avenues suggested by
my previous observations, rather I have
noted them on the record as merely
prefatory to the gravamen of my
remarks.

The Supreme Court of the United
States has exclusive jurisdiction in many
instances of prime importance, as in civil
actions where one of our States is a party.
It has exclusive jurisdiction of actions
against ambassadors and public min-
isters. It is the final arbiter in actions
wherein the validity of a treaty or statute
of the United States is involved when a
lower court—even though the highest
court of a particular State—decides
against its validity. The constitutional-
ity of our laws, our treaties, and their ap-
plication must be its concern. The prop-
erty of our citizens, their liberties, yes,
their lives, are in its hands. The high
stature of that final treasure-house of all
our rights requires that the Court and its
membership at all times shall remain un-
impugned and unimpaired. Above all,
decisions in such cases should be beyond
any possible taint of partisanship, of
politics, or of self-seeking popular ap-
peal.

Therefore, I deem it of urgent necessity
that the Congress now prescribe that a
person who assumes the duties and the
function of a Justice of the Supreme
Court of the United States shall ever keep
himself aloof from those fields of activity
in which judgments are formed and ac-
tions controlled by controversies and ad-
vocacy. If a Justice of whatever rank
wishes to engage in activities in which
his dispassionate objectivity might suf-
fer, let him first resign. There have been
Justices who entered the market place of
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politics. There have been Justices who,
it could be said, sought popularity in their
advocacies. There have been Justices
who propagandized through their utter-
ances for particular national and inter-
national causes. It has been said that
one Associate Justice who, in the statu-
tory order of precedence, is eligible to
become acting Chief Justice, has assisted
in spearheading the Nation-wide drive of
a so-called Political Action Committee.

No existing statute in terms prescribes
such conduet. Historically, it had ever
been thought that a nice understanding
of the amenities would prove to be suf-
ficient deterrent to activities outside of
the duties devolving upon the member-
ship of the Court. Certain it is that the
American people expect a Justice of the
Supreme Court will find himself suffi-
ciently occupied in the performance of
the duties of that great tribunal as to
give it his undivided public, if not private,
attention. It is said that there are now
some 16 causes, involving questions of
great magnitude to the litigants, in
which decisive action by the Court has
proved impossible due to the absence of a
Justice “on important public business.”

I feel certain that action now is both
timely and necessary. I knew the mind
of our late Chief Justice Stone on these
matters. Since he came from New
Hampshire, I enjoyed his confidence and
his thinking on this subject, and I now
proceed that a situation which was the
source of much concern to him may not
again arise.

With this explanation, Mr. President, I
introduce a bill and ask that it be re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary
for its prompt consideration and early
report, in order that the Congress may act
upon it before a new Chief Justice shall
be gualified and a new Associate Justice
be appointed.

There being no objection, the bill
(S. 2135) imposing certain limitations on
appointments to the Supreme Court, in-
troduced by Mr. BrIDGES, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PROPOSED LOAN TO GREAT BRITAIN

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 138) to
implement further the purposes of the
Bretton Woods Agreements Act by au- '
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to carry out an agreement with the
United Kingdom, and for other purposes.

Mr, KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to submif an
amendment which is very brief, and
which I shall briefly explain. At the end
of the joint resolution I propose to
amend by inserting the following new
section:

Sec. 3. No payment shall be made to the
United Kingdom under the agreement or
under this joint resolution until after (1) the
date of a proclamation by the President, or
the date specified in a concurrent resolution
by the two Houses of Congress, declaring that
the general level of production in the United
States equals or exceeds domestic consump-
tion, and (2) the current annual budget of
the United States has reached the point where
the Federal receipts exceed expenditures; and
such payments shall be made only to the
extent that total receipts subsequent to the
date of enactment of this act up to the time
when such payment is proposed to be made
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exceed the total expenditures for the same
period.

Mr. President, there are several mat-
ters which have caused me grave con-
cern with respect to the pending legis-
lation. Having served overseas for ap-
proximately 18 months, I recognize the
critical situatior which faces Great
Britain as well as other countries in
Europe. I also fully recognize the seri-
ous situation whick. confronts our Nation
and will continue to face the United
States if we continue our policy of deficit
financing and overdrawing our national
bank account. I feel also, Mr, President,
that a very serious situation of an in-
flationary nature faces this country. If
the expenditure cf this loan to Great
Britain of $3,750,000,000 is confined to
the United &ftates during the present
period of a shortage of goods, the present
inflationary situation may be made
worse. For that reason, Mr, President, I
have proposed the amendment which I
have read. The amendment will not
cause us to go back to the British Gov-
ernment and renege on any agreement
which we have already made. Unlike
some of the other amendments which
have been proposed, which would require
negotiations to be reopened, my amend-
ment would merely serve notice on the
national administration, the executive
branch of the Government, that it also
has obligations invulving the domestic
economy of this country. If it will
forthwith proceed to establish a balanced
budget and encourage domestic produc-
tion so that we may get our supplies up
to the point of meeting demands, then
the funds which are proposed will be
available for the purposes of this loan.
If, for example, during the coming fiscal
year we are in position to balance our
current budget and have a surplus of
$3,750,000,000, that maximum amount
would be available to loan Great, Britain
under this agreement. If,. perchance,
however, we are able to balance the
budget and have a surplus of only
$1,000,000,000, then only $1,000,000,000
would become available for that purpose.
I do not believe we can continue on a
basis of not being concerned about deficit
finanecing. At a later date I shall have
something to say in regard to that
subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment submitted by the Senator
from California wil! be received, printed,
and lie on the table.

OPTOMETRY CORPS IN THE MEDICAL
DEPARTMENT OF THE UNITED STATES
ARMY

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, there
is on the calendar a bill which was ob-
jected to a few days ago when it was
called. It is Calendar No. 986, House
bill 3755, to establish an Optometry
Corps in the Medical Department of the
United States Army. The bill was re-
ported unanimously from the Committee
on Military Affairs by the Senator from
Jowa [Mr. Wirson]. Its consideration
was objected to on the call of the calen-
dar by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER], who has no objection to the
bill, and without interfering with the un-
finished business, I ask unanimous con-
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sent for the present consideration of the
bill and for its passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Mourbock in the chair). The clerk will
state the bill by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERK. A bill (H. R.
3755) to establish an Optometry Corps
in the Medical Department of the United
States Army.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection,
but does the able Senator from Kentucky
desire to say a word in explanation.

Mr. BARKLZY. There is a desire,
rather widespread, that the profession
of optometry be recognized, as many
other branches of medicine are recog-
nized in the Army, by the creation of an
Optometry Corps. The House passed the
bill in September, and it has been pend-
ing before the Committee on Military Af-
fairs, which, as I stated a while ago, re-
ported it unanimously. It seems that
there is no reason for longer delaying
or denying longer this recognition of the
profession of optometry as part of the
Medical Department of the Army of the
United States.

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, the
bill was reported unanimously from the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes.

Mr. WHERRY. Is there an amend-
ment to the bill?

Mr. BARKLEY. There are textual
amendments, which do not go to the sub-
stance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Military Affairs with amendments.

The first amendment of the committee
was in section 3, on page 2, line 19, after
the words “graduate of”, to strike out “an
accredited” and to insert “a recognized”;
on line 20, after the words “school or”,
to strike out “college” and the comma
and insert “college”; on line 21, after the
words “by the”, to strike out “Council
on Education and Professional Guid-
ance of the American Optometric Asso-
ciation”, and insert “Surgeon General.”

The amendments were agreed to.

The next amendment was in section 4,
page 3, line 2, after the word “there-
with”, to insert “by the Surgeon Gen-
eral” and a period; and on line 2, after
the words just inserted, to strike out
“When assigned to optometrical duty, an
officer of the Optometry Corps shall per-
form optometrical work determined upon
by the appropriate medical officer, who
shall be an ophthalmologist.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was in section 5,
page 4, line 2, afier the words “Medical
Corps”, to strike out “(who shall be an
ophthalmologist).”

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to be
offered, the question is on the engross-
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ment of the amendments, and the third
reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

SURPLUS PROPERTY DISPOSAL

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I should
like to take a few minutes of the Senate’s
time today on a matter of real impor-
tance, namely, the disposal of surplus
war property. Specifically, I should like
to refer to remarks made before this body
on April 12 with respect to a certain
transaction regarding the sale of 600 sur-
plus Armay trucks at Gimbel Bros. de-
partment store in New York City.

However, before I discuss the particu-
lar matter of the sale of trucks through
Gimbel Bros. department store, I should
like to make a brief general statement
regarding investigations of surplus prop-
erty disposal.

In essence, it was stated before this
body on April 12 that graft, maladminis-
tration, and circumvention of the law
characterize present surplus-property-
disposal, methods. Moreover, it was
stated that the Senate has hesitated or
sice-stepped investigations for fear of
disclosing the truth.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MEAD. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Was the statement to
which the Senator referred made by a
Senator on the floor on April 12?

Mr. MEAD. Yes; a number of Sena-
tors discussed the Gimbel Bros. store sale,
and I wish to put into the REecorp the
report the investigators of our committee
furnished me, so as to have that infor-
mation also in the REcoORrD.

Mr. WHERRY. Comments were made
by several Senators in the colloguy that
occurred on the afternoon of April 12?

Mr. MEAD. Yes; at a time when our
committee was investigating the same
subject.

Mr. WHERRY. AsIrecall, the distin-
guished Senator from New York made
some remarks that afternocon. Is that
correct?

Mr. MEAD. No. About that time our
committee made a report on surplus
property, but it was a report made by
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Tun-
NELL] and the Senator from California
[Mr. Enowranp]l. I doubt very much
whether that was the same day.

Mr. WHERRY. I remember some-
thing about the Gimbel department
store transaction, and if I remember
correctly, it was brought to the attention
of the Senate by the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER].

Mr. MEAD. The Senator is correct,
and also by the junior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morskgl, and I think a num-
ber of other Senators entered into the
debate.

Mr. WHERRY. Thisisa defense,isit?

Mr. MEAD. No; this is a statement of
the facts presented to our committee by
the investigators for the committee, who
at that time were making an investiga-
tion of this matter. It is not a defense
of the handling of surplus property, nor
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is it an attack upon anyone who made
an attack upon the handling of surplus
property. We are merely trying to be
helpful, and stating for the record the
information disclosed by our investiga-
tion.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator.

Mr, MEAD. Let me make it clear that
I am not standing here today as an apolo-
gist for those charged with the high duty
of administering the surplus property
law, nor do I intend to minimize in any
way the abuses, the mismanagement, and
the improper practices which unques-
tionably exist with respect to surplus-
property disposal. I for one feel rather
encouraged that so many Members of
the Senate are so much interested in the
problem, as was evidenced on the day
when the several Senators discussed this
particular case. I think it was a very
wholesome and a very exemplary specta-
cle, and I hope the interest will continue.

I wish to emphasize, Mr. President,
that no matter is receiving more careful
and more thorough attenfion by the
special committee investigating the na-
tional defense program, of which I have
the honor to be the chairman, than this
all-important subject of the disposal of
surplus property. Tomorrow morning
we will have a hearing on the subject.
We have hearings on it almost weekly.
We sent a committee to the foreign thea-
ters, as well as to many depots in the
United States, inquiring into and investi-
gating this subject.

It will be recalled that on March 22,
1946, a most searching, thorough, and
painstakingly prepared report was sub-
mitted to the Senate by the distinguished
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr.
TunNeLL] on the matter of surplus prop-
erty disposal abroad. This report em=
bodied the findings of the Subcommittee
of the National Defense Committee, com-
posed of the Senator from Delaware and
the able junior Senator from California
[Mr. Enowrann], I respectfully urge that
those who have not read the subcommit-
tee report do so in order that they may
be aware of the great amount of intelli-
gent effort and hardheaded thinking
which went into its preparation. Fur-
thermore, the contents of the report
should make it apparent to anyone that
the committee was severely critical of
nearly every phase of surplus property
disposal abroad, and made most specific
recommendations for corrective action.

Our committee members advised the
Senate at the time of the report’s sub-
mission that the problems concerning
domestic surplus property disposal were
likewise being carefully examined. I can
assure you that this is being done. I can
assure you also that any misgivings on
the part of my colleagues regarding the
completeness and unprejudiced nature of
this investigation are completely unjusti-
fied. Our committee, as the Senate well
knows, has always made full disclosures
of the facts. It has always believed that
the American people are entitled to the
whole truth. It has always taken the po-
sition that the chips must fall where they
may. The committee has always in-
sisted, however, that all the facts be de-
veloped and appraised before criticisms
are leveled or correctives recommended.
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Let us remember that the problems in-
volved in surplus property disposal are
most complex and complicated. Vast
sums of money are represented in the
thousands of different types of surplus
items. Confused thinkihg and muddled
though honest differences of opinion
exist as to the best ways of adjusting in-
equities, cutting red tape, and unraveling
the fouled up lines of authority. It is
perfectly obvious that an investigation
is necessary. One is being conducted.
However, our committee is refraining
from finding fault until it has found the
facts. -

And now, Mr. President, in line with
what I have just said, I should like to
ask the indulgence of the Senate for a
few more minutes so that I may set the
record straight with respect to the sale
of trucks through Gimbel Bros. depart-
ment store in New York.

Mr. President, I am not defending
Gimbel Bros. or anyone who has had any-
thing to do with this sale. I am merely
stating the facts for the RECORD.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, MEAD. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Before the Senator
begins his discussion of that matter I
should like to ask him a question. Has
the Senator’s committee made an inves-
tigation or has the committee acquired
any information relative to the sale of
property under the provisions of the
Trading With the Enemy Act? Has the
committee made any study at all of the
declassification and the classification of
the component parts of, let us say, radar
equipment, which is now being sold under
the Surplus Property Disposal Act?

Mr. MEAD. No.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator does not
have any idea then of what is being sold
to other countries?

Mr. MEAD. No. The Senator from
Nebraska knows there are so many phases
connected with this matter, and so many
various questions associated with the dis-
posal of property, that it is difficult for
our committee to cover more than a few
of them.

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to sug-
gest to the distinguished Senator that
Senate bill 1953, to amend the Trading
With the Enemy Act, is in committee and
under consideration there, and evidence
is being taken upon it. We all desire,
of course, to have surplus property sold,
and as quickly as possible, to get it into
the hands of those who need it, but I wish
to suggest to the Senator, whose commit-
tee has done such magnificent work, that
his committee make an investigation of
this subject. I now make the request, if
the Senator’s committee has not already
received such a request, that a study be
made of what we call the declassification
of component parts which, if thrown to-
gether, might become classified parts
which it would be very dangerous to dis-
pose of, in connection with defense of
the country. I respectfully submit to
the distinguished chairman of the Mead
Committee that his committee make an
investigation of the subject, so that in a
reasonable time the Senate may receive
information on the subject.
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Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I will take
that matter up with the full committee
at its next sitting, and discuss it com-
pletely and thoroughly with the members
of the committee.

Mr, President, as I stated a moment
ago, I am always happy to learn of the
intense interest in the Senate in the mat-
ter of the disposal of surplus property. I
was pleased the other day when so many
Senators evinced their interest, and I was
very happy that it was possible for us to
obtain the facts in connection with the
sale which was discussed on the floor of
the Senate, and to report on it at this
time. I say, without in any way being
critical of my colleagues or critical of
those who had to do with this particular
surplus property matter, that I merely
state the faects for the Recorpn. I say
again that we are delving into this sub-
ject constantly and daily. Tomorrow, for
instance, Mr. John Snyder will come
before our committee. The committee
will meet in open session in the caucus
room of the Senate Office Building.

Mr. President, I notice from the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of April 12 that
charges were made to the effect that the
transaction involving the sale of trucks
by Gimbel Bros., was shady, that the law
was flouted, that veterans were denied
their rights, that dark, mysterious forces
of evil were at work. I do not need to
elaborate on these statements. I shall
merely try to give the facts as I under-
stand them. And, in this connection, I
wish to point out that the special com-
mittee investigating war activities, of
which I happen to be ihe chairman, has
looked into this matter most carefully
and has checked all the various com-
plaints and allegations which have been
made, and if we receive any other sug-
gestions or leads we will continue the
investigation to its ultimate end.

The history of the sale of the trucks
dates back to the latter part of 1945. At
that time 728 2}5-ton trucks, manufac-
tured by Studebaker under procurement
for the Army for military lend-lease to
Russia, were declared surplus by the
Army to the Cincinnati regional office
of the War Assets Administration. The
trucks were disassembled and crated for
overseas shipment, having chassis and
cabs, but no bodies. That point, Mr.
President, must be remembered, because
it makes quite a difference. No one man
could assemble these trucks and do it
profitably, An assembly line is neces-
sary in order that the work may be done
practically and profitably.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator restate what he just said?
I did not quite catch the statement re-
specting 728 trucks—I believe he said—
which were declared surplus by the
Army, which had been provided as lend-
lease to Russia.

Mr. MEAD. The history of the sale
of the trucks dates back to the latter
part of 1945. At that time 728 2l2-ton
trucks——

Mr. WHERRY. Seven hundred and
twenty-eight?

Mr. MEAD. Yes. At that time 728
215-ton trucks, manufactured by Stude-
baker under procurement for the Army
for military lend-lease to Russia, were
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declared surplus by the Army to the Cin-
cinnati regional office of the War Assets
Administration. The condition of the
trucks must be borne in mind. The
trucks had not been assembled and were
crated for overseas shipment, having
chassis and cabs, but no bodies. After
being declared surplus, the trucks were
offered for sale by the Cincinnati Re-
gional Office of the War Assets Adminis-
tration. Around the first of the year, 1946,
approximately 4,900 copies of sales cata-
logs announcing the sale were sent to
all priority and preference groups in-
cluding all veterans in West Virginia,
Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky who had ex-
pressed an interest in such trucks. All
truck dealers in the region who had asked
to be notified were also advised of the
sale. Moreover, regional offices of the
War Assets Administration and all State
highway departments in the United
States were similarly advised of the sale.
The record of these catalogs and
notices was shown to our committee in-
vestigators. However, no newspaper ad-
vertisements appeared. That is one
thing that was not done in connection
with this sale.

From January 21 to February 1, 1946,
the 728 trucks were offered for sale at a
fixed OPA price of $1,954 each to the
various claimant groups. Federal agen-
cies were invited to buy on January 21
but they bought none. States and cities
could buy on January 22 and 23, and the
State of Minnesota bought 2. From
January 24 through February 1, inclu-
sive, veterans were able to buy and they
bought 40. The remaining trucks were
offered for sale to dealers from February
4 through February 20 at the same fixed
price of $1,954, this being the wholesale
price established under OPA regulations.

However, let me add at this point that
during this period between February 4
and February 20 the veterans could still
buy the trucks on the same basis as the
dealers, even though the veterans’ pref-
erence period expired on February 1. In
any event, 86 trucks were bought by
dealers by February 19, leaving a total
of 600 trucks remaining ursold, which
were still available to any qualified
buyer.

Continuing, Mr. President, on Febru-
ary 20 the remaining 600 trucks were
sold to 8 dealers who placed orders.
These were allocated so that 4 dealers
got 76 trucks each, and the other 4
got 74 trucks each.

In passing, Mr. Piesident, let me point
out that the task of assembling these
trucks and putting them in running or-
der is beyond the capacity of any indi-
vidual garage or service station. More-
over, it cannot be done on an economical
basis unless a large number of trucks are
handled at the same time. That was the
information which was given to us.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
- Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EnNowranp in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from New York yield to the Senator
from Nebraska?

Mr. MEAD. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Where did the Senator
get that information? I happen to have
been in the car business myself. The
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Senator is giving the factual report of an
investigator.

Mr. MEAD. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. Who told him that?

Mr. MEAD. Committee investigators
have been to places where crated trucks
are located and the places where they are
assembled. Considering the price at
which the crated truck is sold, the cost of
assembling it as an individual job rather
than as an assembly-line job would make
the ultimate price substantially higher
than if the assembling were done on an
assembly-line basis. Our investigators
were further informed that the average
man would not have the tools or the
equipment to make the assembly required
in this particular instance.

Mr. WHERRY. Did the committee in-
vestigator do that?

Mr. MEAD. Our committee investi-
gators have witnessed the assembly of
trucks of this character. Members of our
committee have witnessed the assembly
of such trucks.

Mr. WHERRY. Of the 600 at the par-
ticular factory?

Mr. MEAD. I would not say that we
witnessed these 600 trucks. We have wit-
nessed similar trucks. There is a dis-
tinct difference between a military truck
and a commercial truck. Sometimes
military trucks are more heavily geared
and powered, and perhaps even armored.

Mr. WHERRY. I am not disputing
that. I understood that this was a fac-
tual report of the committee’s own in-
vestigator. What I would like to know
is, Did the committee’s own investigator
investigate the situation at Indianapolis?

Mr. MEAD. Our investigator investi-
gated the entire record of the sale of the
trucks located at Indianapolis.

Mr. WHERRY. Of what?

Mr. MEAD. Covering every detail, ex-
cept- where an identical detail was cov-
ered by a previous investigation.

Mr. WHERRY. Then he took the in-
formation from someone else who ob-
tained it in connection with some other
transaction.

Mr. MEAD. We have witnessed the
assembly of similar trucks. The infor-
mation which came to us was that it
would require special tools and a special
assembly line. It is actually a factory
job. One could not take a military truck
in this condition to the average garage
and have it assembled. That is the point
which I wish to make plain. However,
the facts which we state as facts are the
dates, the information with respect to
advertising, and the prices and costs
which were turned over to us, and
which I shall be very glad to have my
distinguished colleague from Nebraska
examine.

Mr, WHERRY. I am not questioning
the statement of the Senator at all; but
I understood that this was a factual
report. The part of the report which the
Senator is now giving was not a part of
the investigation of the committee inves-
tigators. The Senator is merely stating
facts which were gathered in similar
circumstances.

Mr. MEAD. Yes; and facts which ex-
perience leads us to believe are in keep-
ing with the proper assembly of trucks
of this nature.
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There were eight dealers in all. The
trucks were so allocated that 4 dealers
got 76 trucks each and the other 4
got T4 trucks each. The dealers then
sold them to Arthur Price Associates,
Empire State Building, New York City.
The trucks were bought by the New York
concern at the OPA selling price level of
$2,053.16. Then, together with various
allowances, including mark-up, handling,
transportation, and assembling charges,
the total amounted to $3,039.08, which is
the consumer ceiling price for New York.

Arthur Price Associates negotiated
with Gimbel Bros. Department Store, a
large and reputable retail outlet, to ad-
vertise and sell the trucks for the account
of Arthur Price Associates.

I have no knowledge of Arthur Price
Associates, nor am I making any defense
of Arthur Price Associates, Gimbel
Bros., or anyone else. I am merely
stating what our investigators disclosed.
If anyone desires any further informa-
tion on this particular question, we shall
be glad to obtain further detail on that
phase of the matter.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MEAD. I yield.

Mr. McMAHON. Does the Senator
know how long Arthur Price Associates
have been in that business?

Mr. MEAD. No; I know nothing what-
soever about them.

Mr. McMAHON. Is it not true that
the New York Surplus Property Office
is in the Empire State Building?

Mr. MEAD. I donot know that, either.

Mr. McMAHON. Of course, that is a
very large building, 86 stories high. The
mere fact that Arthur Price Associates
had an office there does not indicate any
complicity with the New York Surplus
Property Office, and I am not trying fo
infer such complicity. However, it seems
to me that Arthur Price Associates might
well be investigated, to find out how they
were able to get eight independent deal-
ers together. It seems to me to be a very
convenient situation. I think we should
have more light on the question.

Mr. MEAD. We have a statement
from Arthur Price Associates, which I
shall be very glad to place in the RECORD.
However, we know nothing about the
concern.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MEAD. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Should we not know
something about them?

Mr. MEAD. I personally know noth-
ing about them. We know of their ac-
tivities in connection with this sale.

Mr. WHERRY. In the colloquy in
which I engaged on April 12 the point
was made that the unusual thing was
that a number of dealers each got 74 or
76 trucks. I should like to ask how long
the dealers owned the trucks. Does the
Recorp show that? Did they buy them
one day and sell them to Arthur Price
Associates the next day?

Mr. MEAD. They sold them shortly
after they purchased them.

Mr. WHERRY. Did Arthur Price As-
sociates use those dealers, merely because
they had priorities, te buy the trucks for
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Gimbel Bros.? Is there anything in
the report on that subject?

Mr. MEAD. No; and that does not
seem to be the case. The trucks had been
offered to the priority claimants. It was
then a matter of getting rid of them.
After the priority claimants had their
opportunity anyone and everyone was
then eligible to buy.

Mr, WHERRY. The dealers had the
right to buy because they had priorities.
But what I wish to know is why those
dealers each received an equal number of
trucks, and immediately afterward Ar-
thur Price Associates had them. If there
was any collusion I should like to know
if the committee found out about it. I
believe that the question raised by the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. McManon] is very pertinent. It
seems to me that someone had knowl-
edge as to where the trucks could be
bought. Someone got together the deal-
ers who had priority rights to buy the
600 trucks.

Mr. MEAD. They had no priority
rights.

Mr.
them?

Mr. MEAD. Anybody could buy them.

Mr. WHERRY. The dealers must have
had priority rights to buy those trucks,

Mr. MEAD. No.

Mr. WHERRY. If they did not, why
did those eight men buy them and deliver
them to Arthur Price Associates? If
they did not have priorities to buy them,
how did they get them?

Mr. MEAD. They were in the business
of buying and selling trucks.

Mr, WHERRY. In the business of Ar-
thur Price Associates?

Mr. MEAD. No.

Mr. WHERRY. How did Arthur Price
Associates get them?

Mr. MEAD. Arthur Price Associates
are in the business of selling them. It
would be more profitable, and probably
the sale would be more quickly accom-
plished, if 4, 8, or 10 men living in dif-
ferent sections of the couniry bought
them and put them up for sale where
they could be bought by one man. At
that time anyone was eligible to buy the
trucks. If they were resold by one man,
the advertising could be in one man's
control, and probably the sale could be
made more expeditiously.

We know nothing about any arrange-
ments between Arthur Price Associates
and the six or eight buyers. We would
have gone into that question more deeply
if the buyers had been shown to have
preferences; but there were no prefer-
ences.

Mr. WHERRY. I think that is a point
which ought to be further investigated.
The Senator asked for suggestions. I
make the suggestion that Arthur Price
Associates need investigation.

Mr. MEAD. The Senator’s suggestion
is that Arthur Price Associates be in-
vestigated because of what? Because of
some preference they enjoyed?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, from
what was said about this matter on the
floor of the Senate on April 12—and a
statement was made at that time by the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
LangeEr], who, as long as he is in the
Chamber at this time, will be able to re-

WHERRY. How did they get
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peat it now—it seems to me that it must
be Arthur Price Associates who need in-
vestigating.

Mr. LANGER. More than that, Mr.
President.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, let me say that it is
probably the associates who need inves-
tigation.

Mr., WHERRY. Very well; the asso-
ciates of Arthur Price.

Mr. MEAD. We shall be very glad to
investigate the associates of Arthur Price,
if that is the desire of my colleagues.’

Mr, WHERRY. Itis.

Mr. MEAD. Because on the surface
there does not seem to be anything wrong
with the accumulation of the trucks by
the dealers who bought them. The price
was right, the priority holders were given
their opportunity, and then the trucks
were sold at the OPA price. If we found
that someone was buying them beyond
his preference or priority right, or if we
found that someone was selling them for
more than the OPA price, that would be
different. Our principal trouble is that
in surplus-property sales, the surplus
property usually sells for little or noth-
ing; but in this case the full OPA price
was obtained.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, MEAD. I yield.

Mr, LANGER. As the Senator well
knows, for more than 2 years, the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. WueErrRY] and I, time and time
and time again upon the floor of the Sen-
ate, have read letters showing that farm-
ers could not obtain a single truck. We
have received countless letters from vet-
erans who have made applications to
purchase trucks. Those letters have
come in, not merely during 1 month or
during 1 year, but for 2 years, and those
letters are in the RECORD.

Now, Mr, President, we find one out-
fit, Arthur Price Associates, getting, not
1 truck, but 600 trucks. We are not only
interested in investigating Mr. Arthur
Price and his associates, but we want to
know why the law was violated.

I call the attention of the distinguished
junior Senator from New York fo sec-
tion 17 of the War Surplus Property Act.
I shall read it to him; I do not know
whether he is familiar with it. Let me
ask whether he is.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, it will be
perfectly all right for the Senator to
read it without any side remarks, because
perhaps I am familiar with it.

Mr. LANGER. This was very carefully
gone into by Senator Chandler, of Ken-
tucky, when he was a Member of the
Senate. It is that old, for Senator
Chandler has been outf of the Senate for
a year. It was also carefully gone into
at that time by the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Jornson]. They were on the
conference committee. The amendment
which I offered at that time—section
17—was adopted unanimously by the
Senate. It reads as follows:

The Board shall devise ways and means,
and prescribe regulations in cooperation with
the War Food Administrator, providing for
the sale of surplus property in such quanti-
ties in rural localities—

®
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Not in New York City, Mr. President,
but in rural localities. That is the law,
you see—
and In such manner as will assure farmers
and farmers’ cooperative associations equal
opportunity with others to purchase surplus
property.

I ask the distinguished Senator to
name me one farmers' cooperative to
whom these 600 trucks were offered.
‘Was it the Grange? Was it the Farmers
Union? Was it the Farm Bureau? Did
those in charge of the disposal of the
trucks go to the Farm Bureau of New
York State or the Farm Bureau of Ne-
braska or the Farm Bureau of Ohio or
the Farm Bureau of North Dakota and
say, “We have here 600 trucks which the
farmers have been begging for and beg-
ging for and begging for”?

Mr. President, there is not one word of
evidence of that, and I am satisfied that
that was not done by the War Assets
Administration. That is what we object
to. Neither the War Assets Administra-
tion nor any of its four predecessors have
taken such steps. Let me say that in 15
months there have been four different
outfits handling war surplus property.
It is impossible for one of us to put his
finger on a single one of them when we
go over there and try to find out who is
to blame and why the farmers in Minne-
sota, North Dakota, South Dakota, and
other States did not get the trucks.
Many of those farmers could not haul
their wheat to market last year, and
much of it rotted on the ground. They
could not get the trucks or the tires they
needed.

We want to know how many of these
outfits, other than Mr. Symington, who is
the only man who has tried to carry out
the provisions of the law, have ignored
this section and why the 600 trucks,
which should have gone to the farmers’
cooperative associations or to groups of
farmers or to individual farmers, did not
reach them. That s the investigation we
want.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, in order to
keep the record straight, I should like to
know whether the Senator contends that
the farmers or the farmers’ cooperatives
have a priority similar to the priority
granted to veterans. Is that the Sena-
tor’s contention?

Mr. LANGER. The contention simply
is that farmers have a greater right to
get these trucks than does a ladies’ cloth-
ing store in the city of New York.

Mr. MEAD. Is that a fixed preference
provided by law?

Mr. LANGER. Yes.

Mr. MEAD., If the farmers have a
fixed preference under the law and if
the War Assets Administration violated
that preference, then it will be up to us
to bring it to task.

Mr. LANGER. What would the Sen-
ator think of this language:

The Board shall devise ways and means
and prescribe regulations—

That was put into the original law.
Mr, MEAD. For what purpose?
Mr. LANGER. I read further:
in cooperation with the War Food Admin-
istrator providing for the sale of surplus

property in such quantities in rural locali-
tles,
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Just this week a veteran telephoned
me from North Dakota. He wanted to
buy a Diesel D tractor, Does the Senator
from New York know where he had to go
to get one? He had to go from North
Dakota to St. Louis, Mo. I made three
telephone calls to the War Asseis Ad-
ministration at Chicago, and I paid for
them myself; and I made two more tele-
phone calls to Ed Sweeney, at the Jef-
ferson Hotel in St. Louis; and then I
made one telephone call to Granite City,
which is somewhere in Illinois. They
wanted that veteran to get on a train or
an airplane in North Dakota and go all
the way to St. Louis, Mo., where they
had 23 tractors—with hundreds of bid-
ders and hundreds of veterans ready to
buy them. How could a veteran from
North Dakota go all the way down there
and spend all the money required for
transportation, when as a matter of fact
the law provides that they shall put some
of the farm machinery in North Dakota,
and some of it in Minnesota, and some
of it in South Dakota, and some of it in
Nebraska, and some of it in other States,
where our veterans will not have to go
800, or 900, or 1,000 miles in order to look
at it. That is the purpose of the amend-
ment which I have read.

Yet we picked up the newspaper and
read the advertisement which I have had
placed in the Recorp—a full-page ad-
vertisement which appeared in the New
York Times—stating that 600 trucks
were for sale at Gimbel's store in New
York City.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, is it the
contention of the Senator from North
Dakota that the farmers could have pur-
chased those trucks under the priorities
which were granted by the War Assets
Administration, and then could have as-
sembled them for practical use in their
farming areas? If the farmers could
have purchased those trucks and were
denied the right to purchase them, and
if the farmers could have assembled the
trucks and could bave put them to good
use, that is something into which we
should look, because no one favors more
than I do getting the trucks out to the
lumber camps and to the food-producing
areas and the coal-mining areas, to be
used to produce the critically needed
supplies.

But if there is a list of 20 priority
claimants and if, according to the rec-
ord, the agency followed that list, then
it is necessary that something else be
shown, in order to justify examining
them and investigating them,

I may say to the distinguished Sena-
tor that I have before me the list of
priorities claimants, according to the
record and the law, under which the
trucks were offered for sale. Then, after
they were offered for sale and no one ex-
pressed an interest in them, they were
sold to the general public.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, allow
me to answer the able Senator with a
question which I wish to propound fo
him. If the Senator had been the head
of the War Assets Administration, and
had before him section 17 and wanted to
give the farmers of the United States
a square deal, and he observed the fact
that Montana, North Dakota and South
Dakota farmers have received practically
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none of this machinery because of the
location of war camps at points farther
south, would he not obey the law and
devise ways and means for selling the
surplus materials in the way which the
law requires that they shall be sold?

Mr. MEAD. If there was an oppor-
tunity in the language of the law to do
so, I would devise regulations which
would give to the farmers and to men
in the lumber camps an early and pref-
erential opportunity to buy trucks if they
needed them.

Mr. LANGER. That is the answer
which I expected the able and distin-
guished Senator to give. I wish that the
Senator’s committee would investigate
why those things have not been done.
Why cannot a veteran buy a truck in
North Dakota instead of being required
to go all over the country to find one?

Mr. MEAD. I will say to my distin-
guished colleague from North Dakota
that I am very happy over the aroused
sentiment in the Senate in regard to
this matter. I will invite him and other
Senators to come before the committee
so that we can go into this matter to the
end that no veteran, farm cooperative,
or lumber producer shall be denied the
opportunity to buy surplus property.

Mr. LANGER. Further, will the Sen-
ator have General Gregory present when
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. WHERRY] and I are present?

Mr. MEAD. Yes.

Mr. LANGER. As I have said before,
four or five different outfits have handled
this matter. I should like to be advised
as to what ways and means have been
resorted to in distributing surplus war
property in the northwestern section of
the United States. I should like to know
what has been done by the authorities in
charge of this matter in carrying out the
provisions of section 17 of the law.

Mr. MEAD., I shall be very glad, in
concert with my able colleague and all
other Members of the Senate, to arrange
for a public hearing at which time we will
have present the officials of the War
Assets Administration, and the repre-
sentatives of any other governmental
agency involved in the matter including
Mr. Snyder, in order that they may hear
these complaints which I agree are, in
most part, justified. I donot deny them.
I said at the beginning of my remarks
that I felt rather reassured at the ex-
pression of the interest on the part of my
colleagues in connection with the sub-
ject of the disposal of surplus property.
I only want them to know that we have
made an investigation. I have before
me a copy of a conversation which took
place between one of the attorneys of
our committee and men representing
Arthur Price Associates. The investi-
gation has not been concluded. We are
actually now involved in the investiga-
tion, and when it is concluded I shall be
very glad to give the results of the inves-
tigation to the Senate.

I wish to say, however, that insofar
as Gimbel’'s are concerned, it is my opin-
ion that they were merely the last me-
dium in the process of selling these trucks
for Arthur Price Associates, who had pre-
viously bought them from truck dealers
who, in the first instance, had purchased
them from the War Assets Administra=

.
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tion. So, Mr. President, we hope to have
a report on Arthur Price Associates, and
we will submit it to the Senator. I be-
lieve that before we have completed our
work in this connection we will have a
report on the guestion of why preferen-
tial status is not granted to farmers in
accordance with section 17 which the
Senator has read.

Mr. LANGER. May we have 2 or 3
days’ notice so that we can have present,
for example, the head of the Farmers
Union?

Mr. MEAD. We will arrange a hear-
ing and give a week’s notice to Members
of the Senate so that all those who are
interested may be present before the
committee.

Mr. LANGER. I should like also to
have present the men who have charge
of the farm agricultural program.

Mr. MEAD. Does the Senator refer to
the agricultural adjustment program?

Mr. LANGER. Yes.

Mr. MEAD. I shall be very glad to see
that they are present.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, at the
hearing to which the Senater from New
York has referred, I should like to have
the committee go further into the ques-
tion of notices. As I understood the re-
port of the investigation, the notices
which were sent out were given to the
priority holders in a sort of book form
or in the form of a memorandum, Am
I correct? No notice was carried in the
newspapers. The point I wish to make
is this: The farmers of my section of the
country were not notified. I received a
letter, and then I received a telegram
from the Fremont Creamery which had
discontinued five truck lines because of
being unable to buy trucks anywhere in
the United States. I assert, with all due
respect for those who have been working
on the matter, that if notices had been
mailed to the rural areas, or if newspaper
publicity had been given, the trucks
abouf which we have been talking would
have been placed in the rural areas. As
I understand, the notices were sent out
only to priority holders. Am I correct?

Mr., MEAD. They were sent to those
who had expressed an interest in the
matter.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; but notices were
not sent to farmers in the areas to which
I have referred, nor to farm coopera-
tives.

Mr. MEAD. The Senator is correct.
No advertisements were published.
Therefore, all people who had no pref-
erence status may not have been in posi-
tion to have known that surplus prop-
erty was being made available.

Mr. LANGER. I should like to know
why the War Assets Administration
should not have assembled those trucks.

Mr. MEAD. I do not know whether
the Administration has sufficient per-
sonnel to do it.

Mr. LANGER. The War Assets Ad-
ministration can secure the necessary
personnel, can it not?

My God! We have a million men in
the Army.

Mr. MEAD. Of course, the War As-
sets Administration is subject to the
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limitations of its appropriation, and I
doubt very much whether it is organized
so as to assemble trucks and do other
technical work of that kind. However,
those are matters which we can go into,
and it may be that as a result of a wide-
spread investigation, and with a great
deal of assistance from Members of the
Senate who have advanced ideas which
they did not perhaps have before this
problem became acute, we will be in posi-
tion to improve and perfect the law. But
our committee is very critical.

Mr. LANGER. Section 17 is a part of
the original law, and was debated on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr, MEAD. I understand that to be
true. It is my belief that under that law
the War Assets Administration had suf-
ficient authority to establish a preference
position for the farmers of America.
But I am not contending now that they
have not made mistakes in administra-
.don. I am merely revealing the record
of one sale. Insofar as the activities of
Arthur Price Associates are concerned,
we may cover that matter in a sub-
sequent report to the Senate. I am not
contending that the War Assets Ad-
ministration is broad enough in its pref-
erences. I feel that it could go further
and do a better job than it has already
done.

Mr. WHERRY. With respect to no-
tices, I hope that the chairman of the
committee will look into that matter.
The situation to which reference has
been made is not the first in which no-
tices have not been broadcast sufficiently
to enable persons in need of materials to
buy them.

Mr. MEAD. I am sure that we shall
satisfy both of my able colleagues when
we have finished with the surplus prop-
erty investigation.

Mr. President, the price of these trucks,
as advertised in full-page advertisements
by Gimbel’s, was $2,900 each, which was
well under the consumer’s ceiling price.
Of the $2,900, $269.60 represents the
charges approved by the Office of Price
Administration for assembling, trans-
portation, and handling, leaving a net of
$2,630.40. I understand that Gimbel’s
received from each sale $263.04 a truck,
Gimbel’s paid out more than $10,000 for
advertising and sales costs, as well as $12
a truck for servicing upon delivery to the
customer.

Of the remaining $2,367.36, Price As-
sociates also had to expend considerable
funds for setting up assembly machinery,
and had other expenses in connection
with putting a fruck in good running
order in the hands of the buyer. There
were also storage charges, general in-
terest charges, insurance charges, the
dealer handling charges, and other ex-
penses in connection with the assembly
and sale of the trucks.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, MEAD. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. 1 call the atiention of
the Senator to the fact that they made a
thousand dollars profit on each truck, so
the little incidentals he mentions would
not hurt very much. They sold them for
$2,900 apiece, roughly, and hought them
for $1,800.
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Mr. MEAD. They bought them for
$1,900, but of course the expenses would
have to be counted in order to justify
the OPA ceiling price. I merely am call-
ing attention to the fact that this is a
sale in which they did not sell for 10
cents on the dollar. The Government got
the: OPA price, and the ultimate buyer
paid the OPA price, because that was
scrutinized all along the line with ref-
erence to charges, insurance, and so
forth. I am not defending the price,
but from the standpoint of the Govern-
ment, this is one sale from which it ac-
tually realized some money.

Mr. LANGER. Of course, Gimbel
Bros. made a profit of roughly half a
million dollars, which we maintain the
farmers should have gotten.

Mr. MEAD. I would have preferred
that every truck not taken by veterans
and States and municipalities went to a
farmer, and in that regard I think we
are in agreement,

It is my understanding that a number
of department stores in other cities have
sold some of these trucks on a basis simi-
lar to that which I have outlined. It
appears from the facts that in every re-
spect the transaction was in conformity
with Government regulations. We went
into the existing regulati?s and the ex-
isting prices, and we found that prefer-
ence dates were set up, that OPA prices
were followed, and that there were Gov-
ernment regulations supporting every
move that was made.

In particular, the veteran was given an
opportunity to purchase these trucks,
and there was no violation of the vet-
eran’s-priority regulation. We looked
into that very thoroughly, because there
is a veteran’s priority well established,
and that matter was brought forcibly to
our attention by my colleagues in the
Senate, including my distinguished col-
league from North Dakota.

In closing, Mr, President, let me em-
phasize that the Special Committee In-
vestigating the National Defense Pro-
gram believes that one of the foremost
considerations, if indeed not the primary
consideration, is the disposal of surplus
Government property with speed to the
people of the United States, particularly
to those who are in need of this material,
to those who can make an economic con-
tribution by the use of the material.

It is very obvious that offering to spe-
cial groups, such as are provided by the
priorities under the Surplus Property
Act, for which I voted, as did a majority
of my colleagues, slows down the process
of sales, and we have to give the War
Assets Administration some considera-
tion for that delay, because if they did
not give the priority groups some consid-
eration in advertising the sale of these
properties, we would be the first to com-
plain. Moreover, priority groups must
have reasonable notice and a reasonable
opportunity to claim the goods under
their priorities. We are interested in
seeing that they receive such notice and
such opportunity.

From my examination of the facts in
this case, I am satisfied that adequate
time was afforded to all priority claim-
ants by the War Assets Administration.
I am satisfied that notice was given to
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priority claimants, although, as I said
before, advertising in the press was not
resorted to, and I think that is a more
efficient method than to notify priority
claimants by personal letter or by send-
ing them catalogs.

Mr. LANGER. I frankly do not see
how the veterans were given proper
notice.

Mr. MEAD. The veterans who wrote
in were given proper notice, but I still
say that by advertising in the different
areas all veterans there would be given
proper notice.

Mr. LANGER. All the War Assets
Administration had to do was send a few
telegrams, one to the Senator’s own
State. At the very time those trucks
were sold by Gimbel Bros., there were
13,800 veterans in New York who could
not get one of the trucks. All the War
Assets Administration had to do was to
get a list of the various people in each
State, or merely the head men, and send
them a telegram saying, “How many pri-
orities have you for veterans?”

Mr. MEAD. As I understand, under
the regulations a veteran has to obtain
a certificate formerly from the Smaller
War Plants Corporation, now from the
War Assets Administration, Once he
gets the certificate, then, with that cer-
tificate, he notifies the War Assets Ad-
ministration that he is in the market for
a truck, or whatever it is. Then the War
Assets Administration must notify him
when a truck is available for sale.

Mr. LANGER. If the distinguished
Senator will read the record I put in on
the 12th of April, he will find that 13,900
of the Senator’s own veterans in New
York had such certificates, and had the
priorities. ;

Mr. MEAD. But the 13,000 were not
listed as interested in purchasing 215-
ton trucks in the Cincinnati area, within
which the trucks were located. Accord-
ing to the record, they were interested in
the purchase of many items in the New
York area.

Mr. LANGER. Why should they not
have been notified?

Mr. MEAD. According 'to the facts
given us by the War Assets Administra-
tion, they notified every veteran in their
region who had indicated an interest in
a 215-ton truck. I think they could have
gone further by advertising the sale in
the newspapers, so that other veterans
might have had an opportunity to secure
certificates and to present them, making
themselves eligible for the purchase of
trucks. )

I am of the opinion that greater care
should be exercised by the War Assets
Administration in bringing this informa-
tion to the attention of the veterans’ or-
ganizations. I am of the opinion that
perhaps the securing of a certificate
could be simplified now that a veteran
can go direct to the War Assets Admin-
istration and there become eligible for
the purchase of a truck.

.Mr. LANGER. I wish to say for the
War Assets Administration, to be fair
with them, that when I telephoned about
the veteran from North Dakota they
were most kind. They investigated
thoroughly and said they would get that
veteran the D-4 if they could possibly
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do so. Imight add that one of them tele-
phoned me at 10 o’clock at night, called
me at my hotel, and said, “I think we
have this arranged.” I think the blame
is right here in Washington, at head-
quarters of the War Assets Administra-
tion, in not sending out the proper
notices, as the distinguished Senator has
said.

Mr. MEAD. That is correct. I am of
the opinion that the procedure should be
liberalized, but, as I stated in the begin-
ning, we took the regulations laid down
by the War Assets Administration, and
then we examined this sale to see if exist-
ing regulations had been viclated.

I am not a defender of existing regu-
lations. I think, as the Senator does,
that there is plenty of room for liberali-
zation and improvement. But under
eXisting regulations, which have been
formulated by the War Assets Adminis-
tration, and sale prices, and the preferen-
tial priorities which have been set aside,
the War Assets Administration has not
violated the regulations in the matter of
this sale. I feel that it is unfortunate
that advertising of a newspaper and
radio character was not resorted to, so
that this sale would have been brought
to the attention of a great many farmers
and veterans and others who would have
been interested in it. I am a great be-
liever in advertising, and in this in-
stance the right kind of advertising was
not resorted to.

I say to my colleague from North Da-
kota that I am critical, as he is, of many
of the procedures which have been fol-
lowed in the disposition of surplus
property.

Mr. LANGER. I repeat, some of these
men, like those in Chicago, have been
most kind. Mr. Ed Sweeny, of the Jefler-
son Hotel, stayed up until 10 o’clock to
call me, and Mr. Wright called me on
Sunday, which shows there are good men
in some places who are anxious to get
the property into the hands of veterans.

Mr. MEAD. In the conduct of our in-
vestigation I have found a great many
men of ingenuity, enterprise, and energy
who I think 'would do a better job than
they are doing under existing conditions
if the regulations would permit.

Mr. President, as I have said, under
existing regulations I have little com-
plaint of the manner in which the dis-
position of these trucks was accom-
plished. I do find fault with the manner
in which they were advertised, and I sug-
gest that a more liberal proecedure could
be resorted to, particularly as it pertains
to the farmers, the veterans, and others
who are in critical need of this type of
material. There have been in the past,
and there undoubtedly will be in the fu-
ture, fransactions of the War Assets Ad-
ministration which the Special Defense
Committee will be required to criticize,
and we will criticize them.

I would be the last one to urge that
facts be suppressed. However, in the de-
bate in the Senate on April 12 on this
matter it was not a question of suppress-
ing facts. The only facts presented in
the debate were the newspaper advertise-
ment and the statement that the farmers
and other deserving purchasers were not
properly dealt with.
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Mr. President, our committee is in the
midst of an investigation of this entire
transaction and all of the activities of the
War Assets Administration. But I want
to say that under the existing regulations
as they are printed and available to every
Member of the Senate, the priority claim-
ants were given their opportunities to
buy. Notice, although it might have been
more widespread, was sent to the priority
claimants. The purchasers who bought
the trucks and turned them over to Ar-
thur Price Associates bought them under
the law and under the regulations, and
they were sold by a department store
under the regulations and for the ceiling
price fixed by OPA regulations. =

Mr. President, this is one transaction
in which the Treasury was reimbursed
to the limit permitted by OPA. I am
only sorry that we cannot report more
sales by the War Assets Administration
that bring into the Federal Treasury a
substantial sum of money.

As I said in the beginning, however,
our committee is most anxious to have
the help and the support and the co-
operation of Members of the Senate, and
of the Senate as a whole. We are de-
lighted with the interest which is evinced
in the disposition of surplus property.
We want Senators to know that they
have a co tee investigating this sub-
ject, and that the committee is alert and
interested and concerned with the vet-
erans and the farmers, with municipali-
ties and with all the others that were
intended to be given consideration under
the law as passed by the Congress.

I conclude by saying that under pres-
ent regulations the priority eclaimants
were given opportunity to purchase these
trucks, and under present regulations the
dates and the periods of time were set
aside, and under present regulations they
were open to sale to the public, and under
present regulations they were sold at the
proper price.

It is also my desire to say for the
record tnat I hope the Senate will re-
view the law, and that Senators will make
certain that veterans and others who are
entitled to preference—and this applies
to the farmers of the country—will be
given the liberal treatment which they
merit and which we desire them to enjoy.

RECESS

Mr. LANGER. Imove that the Senate
take a recess until 12 o'clock noon to-
morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 53 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, May 1, 1946, at 12 o’clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, ApriL 30, 1946

The House met at 12 o’clock noon, pur-
suant to House Concurrent Resolution
145, and was called to order by the
Speaker.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Most loving and patient Father, we
are assembled today with thanks and
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praise for Thy merciful providence. We
would place ourselves at Thy footstool
and ask that Thy kingdom may come
and Thy will be done in all our hearts.
As Thou hast entrusted us to be Thy
bearers of truth and justice, we would
beseech Thee to be the inspiration of all
our conceptions of duty and the guide of
all our deliberations.

In the urgent needs of these times,
teach us that we cannot dispense with
the heart and soul of things and survive.
Bless our land that it may fulfill its
splendid Christian mission, and warn us
against the heresy that material posses-
sions determine the greatness and per-
manence of nations.

For our families, united or separated,
we ask the Father’s tenderest care; give
great wisdom, discernment, and discre-
tion to our Speaker, the leaders, and all
other Members of this Congress. Be
with our President these arduous days;
be gracious unto him and preserve him
in health and strength. Hear us and
bless us for the sake of Jesus Christ our
Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, April 18, 1946, was read and
approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and
joint resolutions of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

On April 19, 1946:

H.R.5644. An act to facilitate voting by
members of the armed forces and ceriain
others absent from the place of their resi-
dence, and to amend Public Law 712, Seventy-
seventh Congress, as amended; and '

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resclution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year
1946 to pay increased compensation author-
ized by law to officers and employees of sundry
Federal and other agencies.

On April 20, 1946:

H.R.841. An act for the relief of Lander H.
Willis;

H.R.988. An act for the relief of Bernice B.
Cooper, junior clerk-typist, Weatherford, Tex.,
rural rehabilitation office, Farm Security Ad-
ministration, Department of Agriculture;

H.R.1073. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Gertrude Verbarg;

H.R.1235. An act for the relief of John Bell;

H.R.1262. An act for the relief of W. E.
Noah;

H.R.1269. An act for the relief of Virge
McClure;

H.R. 1350. An act to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Nora R. Neville;

H.R.1356. An act for the relief of Elias
Baumgarten;

H.R.1399. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Lucy Palmisano and the legal guardian of
Anthony Palmisano, Jr.;

H.R. 1616. An act to grant an honorable
discharge from the military service of the
United States to William Rosenberg;

H.R.1721. An act for the rellef of Eli L.
Scott;

H.R.1732. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Marfe A. Shedd, Mrs. Maude C. Denney, and
Mrs. Mabel Glenn Gray;

H.R.1759. An act for the relief of Mildred
Neiffer;

H.R.1838. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine,
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and render judgment upon a certain claim of

H. R. 2156. An act for the relief of Lee Har~
rison;

H,R.2244, An act for the relief of Edward
W. Thurber;

H.R.2249. An act for the relief of the Cape
& Vineyard Electric Co.;

H.R. 2251. An act for the relief of Cather-
ine V. Sweeney;

H.R. 2288. An act for the relief of Colum-
bus Thomas;

H.R.2318. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Mertie Pike and the estate of Mrs. Burnice
Smotherman, deceased;

H.R. 2415. An act for the relief of Joseph
Tarantola and Ida Tarantola;

H. R. 2509, An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of James Irving Martin, & minor;

H.R.2682. An act for the relief of John
Doshim;

H.R.2848. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Wilma Sue Woods, Patsy Woods,
Raymond E. Hilliard, and Thomas E. Hil-
liard, minors;

H.R.2884. An act for the relief of B. H.
Bpann;

H.R.2901, An act for the relief of Mrs.
Janet McKillip;

H.R.2904, An act for the relief of Clyde
Rownd, Della Rownd, and Benjamin C. Day;

H.R.38050. An act for the relief of David
Siskind;

H.R.38121. An act for the relief of Elizabeth
M. Simmons and Robert H. Simmons;

H.R.3126. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Jean Taube Weller;

H.R.3127. An act for the rellef of Harry
F. Vinton, Jr.;

H.R.3161, An act for the relief of Mrs.
Ruby Miller;

H.R.3217. An act for the relief of Mattie
Lee Wright;

H.R.3430. An act for the relief of George
F, Powell;

H.R.3431. An act for the relief of F. W.
Burton; :

H. R.3483. An act for <he relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Clipriano Vasquez;

H.R.3513. An act for the relief of Brax-
ton B. Folmar and Mary Inez Folmar, Wil-
liam Ernest Evans and Dora Ethel Evans,
Joseph Thomas Avery and Maggie M. Avery,
Robert H. Phillips and Hattie P. Phillips, and
the legal guardian of James T. Avery, &
minor;

H.R.3564. An act for che relief of Fred
C. Liter;

H. R.3500. An act for the relief of Charles
Brown, legal guardian of Lula Mae Brown;
Charity Hospital of New Orleans, La.; and
Dr. Edward H. Maurer;

H.R.3591. An act for the relief of Addie
Pruitt;

H.R.3670. An act for the relief of the es-
tate of Venancio Llacuna and others;

H.R.3677. An act for the relief of J. Tom
Stephenson;

H.R.3698. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Lucille Scarlett and Charles Scarlett;

H.R.3846. An act for the relief of the es-

tate of Eleanor Wilson Lynde, deceased;

H.R.3948. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Clifford- W. Prevatt;

H.R.4239. An act granting to Guy A.
Thompson, trustee, Missourl Pacific Railroad
Co,, debtor, and to his successors and assigns,
authority to relocate, maintain, and operate
a single-track railway across United States
Government reservation at lock No. 3, White
River, Independence County, Ark., and for
other purposes;

H.R.4297. An act for the relief of Joseph
Schell;

H.R.4560. An act for the relief of Nicholas
T. Stepp;

H.R.4797. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the United States District Court for
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the Eastern District of Virginia to determine
the claim of Lewis E. Magwood;

H.R.4957. An act for the relief of Her-
man Gelb; 3

H.R.5010. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
May Holland;

H. R. 5121. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Navy in his discretion to deliver
to the custody of the State of Arkansas the
silver service presented to the United States
for the battleship Arkansas;

H.R.5664. An act for the relief of Oscar R.
Steinert; and

H.R.5765. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Navy in his discretion to deliver
to the custody of the city of New Orleans
the silver service and silver bell presented to
the United States for the cruiser New
Orleans.

On April 23, 19486:

H. R. 2418. An act to authorize the United
States Commissioner for the Sequola National
Park to exercise similar functions for the
KEings Canyon National Park;

H. R. 2837. An act for the relief of George
Stiles;

H.R.2931. An act for the relief of Edward
Oatneal, John N. Oatneal, Jr., and James R.
Oatneal;

H.R.4054. An act for the rellef of H. A.
Edd;

H.R. 4056, An act for the relief of Mrs, Jud
Hendry and her daughter, Gladys Hendry;

H.R.4335. An act for the relief of the Mor-
gan Creamery Co.;

H.R.4914. An act to revive and reenact the
act entitled “An act creating the City of Clin-
ton Bridge Commission and authorizing said
commission and its successors to acquire by
purchase or condemnation and to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge or bridges
across the Mississippl River at or near Clin-
ton, Iowa, and at or near Fulton, IlL,” ap-
proved December 21, 1944; and

H.R.5275. An act to revive and reenact
the act granting the consent of Congress
to the State Highway Department of South
Carolina to construct, maintain, and operate
a free highway bridge across the Pee Dee
River, at or near Cashua Ferry, 8. C., approved
April 30, 1940.

On April 24, 1946:

H.R.804. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Trixie Minnie Twigg;

H.R.1089. An act for the relief of Albert
Cantalupo, Emma Cantalupo, and the legal
guardian of John Cantalupo, a minor;

H.R.1674. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Ollie Patton;

H.R. 2167. An act for the relief of Orvis
Welch;

H.R.2265. An act for the relief of owners
of land and personal property of the Fort
Knox area of Hardin County, Ky.;

H.R. 2266. An act for rellef of land and
personal property owners of Fort Knox area
of Meade County, Ky.;

H.R.2331, An act for the relief of Mrs.
Grant Logan;

H.R. 2528. An act for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs, James Sherry;

H. R.2835. An act for the relief of James
Lynch;

H.R.2842, An act for the relief of Mont-
gomery County, Miss,, districts 2 and 3;

H.R.2027. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Evelyn Merritt;

H.R.3159. An act for the relief of Ernest
Pedro Ferreira;

H,R.3195. An act for the relief of Grenada
County, Miss.;

H.R. 4240. An act for the relief of Frank E.
Wilmot; :

H.R.4253. An act for the relief of the
estate of Chancie Lee Brisbin;

H.R. 4940. An act granting the consent of
Congress to the State of Connecticut, acting
by and through any agency or commission
thereof, to construct, maintaln, and operate
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a toll bridge across the Connecticut River at
or near Old Saybrook, Conn.;

H, R, 5544, An act authorizing the village
of Baudette, State of Minnesota, its public
successors or public assigns, to construct,
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the
Rainy River at or near Daudette, Minn.; and

H.R. 5574, An act to amend paragraph 8 of
part VII, Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as
amended, to authorize an appropriation of
$1,600,000 as a revolving fund in lieu of
$500,000 now authorized.

On April 25, 1946:

H.R. 2826. An act for the rellef of Esther
L. Berg.

On April 26, 1946:

H.R.1217. An act for the relief of Hutchin-
son’s Boat Works, Inc., and others;

H. R. 1352. An act for the relief of Herman
Feinberg;

H.R.1562. An act for the rellef of the
Borough of Park Ridge, Park Ridge, N. J.;

H.R.2217. An act for the rellef of Rae
Glauber;

H.R.2885. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Frank Mitchell and J. L. Price;

H.R.3301. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of James Herbert Keith, a minor;

H.R.4208. An act for the relief of the Cal-
vert Distilling Co.; and

H. J. Res. 331. Joint resolution to authorize
suitable participation by the United States in
the ohservance of the two-hundredth anni-
versary of the founding of Princeton Uni-
versity.

April 27, 1946:

H.R.4896. An act to provide for payment
of travel allowances and transportatigpn and
for transportation of dependents of members
of the military and naval forces, and for other
purposes.

On April 30, 1946:

H. R.2115. An act relating to the domestic

raising of fur-bearing animals.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 333. Joint resclution to provide
for the reappointment of Dr. Vannevar Bush
as citizen regent of the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution. 1

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with an amendment

“in which the concurrence of the House is

requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H. R. 5719, An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to authorize black-outs in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes,”
approved December 26, 1941, as amended.

The message also announced that tho
Senate had passed a bill, joint resolution,
and a concurrent resolution of the fol-
lowing titles, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S.2101. An act to amend the Trading With
the Enemy Act, as amended, to permit the
shipment of relief supplies;

S5.J. Res, 84. Joint resolution authorizing
the erection in the District of Columbia of a
statue of Nathan Hale; and

8. Con. Res. 60, Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the Senate Committee on Interstate
Commerce to have printed for its use addi-
tional copies of hearings held before said
committee on 8. 1263, Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, relative to modification of rallroad
financial structures.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
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requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R.5890. An act making appropriations
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1946,
and for prior fiscal years, to provide supple~
mental appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1946, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. McEKELLAR, Mr. Grass, Mr. HAYDEN,
Mr. TypiNgs, Mr. RusseLL, Mr. BROOKS,
Mr. Brinces, and Mr. GURNEY to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERE OF
THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House which was read:

WasHINGTON, D. C., April 30, 1946.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Bir: Pursuant to the authority heretofore
granted the Clerk of the House received on
April 20, 1946, the following message from
the Secretary of the Senate:

That the Senate had agreed to the con-
ference report on the bill (H. R. 5400) mak-
ing appropriations for the fiscal year ending
Jung 30, 1947, for civil functions adminis-
tered by the War Department, and for other
purposes; and that the Senate had con-
curred in the amendments of the House to
the amendments of the Senate numbered
5 and 7 to said bill;

That the Senate had passed without
amendment House Joint Resolution 331 to
authorize suitable participation by the
United States in the observance of the two-
hundredth anniversary of the founding of
Princeton University;

That the Senate had agreed to the confer-
ence report on the bill (8. 1610) to provide
for the rehabilitation of the Philippine Is-
lands, and for other purposes;

That the Senate had agreed to the con-
ference report on the bill (8. 1152) to effec-
tuate the purposes of the Servicemen’'s Read-
justment Act of 1944 In the District of Co-
lumbla, and for other purpose; and

That the Senate had agreed to the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (8. 1757) to
amend the Surplus Property Act of 1944,
as amended, s0 as to broaden the scope and
raise the rank of the veterans' priority.

Very truly yours,
SouTH TRIMBLE,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS SIGNED

Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that that committee had on the follow-
ing dates examined and found truly en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions of the
House of the following titles:

On April 19, 1946:

H. R. 4896. An act to provide for payment
of travel allowances and transportation, and
for transportation of dependents of members
of ‘the military and naval forces, and for
other purposes; and

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution making ad-
ditional appropriations for fiscal year 1946 to
pay Increased compensation authorized by
law to officers and employees of sundry Fed-
eral and other agencies.

On April 20, 1946:

H. R. 5400. An act making appropriations

for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, for
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civil funetions administered by the War De-
partment, and for other purposes; and

H. J. Res. 331. Joint resolution to authorize
suitable participation by the United States
in the observance of the two hundredth
anniversary of the founding of Princeton
University.

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that pursuant to the authority
granted him on April 18, 1946, he did on
the following dates sign the following
enrolled bills and joint resolutions of the
House:

On April 19, 1946:

H.R.4896. An act to provide for payment
of travel allowances and transportation and
for transportation of dependents of mem-
bers of the military and naval forces, and
for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 342, Joint Resolution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year
1946 to pay increased compensation author-
ized by law to officers and employees of sun-
dry Federal and other agencies.

On April 21, 1946:

H.R. 5400. An act making appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, for
civil functions administered by the War De-
partment, and for other purposes; and

H. J. Res. 331. Joint Resolution to author-
ize suitable participation by the United
States In the observance of the two hun-
dredth anniversary of the founding of
Princeton University.

And that on April 21, 1946, he signed
the following enrolled bills of the Senate:

8.1152. An act to effectuate the purposes
of the BSBervicemen's Readjustment Act of
1944 in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes;

8.1610. An act for the rehabilitation of
the Philippines; and

8.1757. An act to amend the BSurplus
Property Act of 1944 with reference to vet-
erans' preference, and for other purposes.
BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE UNITED

STATES MERCHANT MARINE ACADEMY

The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following communication:
APrIL 24, 19486.
The SPEAKER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR MR, SPEAKER: On January 17, 1946, I
wrote you that pursuant to Public Law 301
of the Seventy-eighth Congress, I had ap-
pointed the following members of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries to
serve as members of the Board of Visitors to
the United States Merchant Marine Academy
for the year 1946: Hon. Epwarp J. Hart, Hon.
HereerT C. BoNNER, HOn, FRED BRADLEY.

Mr. BoNNER has advised me that he cannot
attend the meeting. I have, therefore, ap-
pointed Hon. RarrFe H. DAuGHTON in Mr,
BonneR’s place.

Yours very sincerely,
8. O. Branp,
Chairman.
BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE UNITED
BTATES COAST GUARD ACADEMY

The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following communication:
AprRmL 12, 1946.
The SPEAKER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mg. Speaxer: Hon. James DoMEN-
cEAUX, of Louisiana, has resigned from the
Board of Visitors to the United States Coast
Guard Academy and I am writing to advise
you that I have appointed Hon. HucH PETER~
BON, of Georgia, to serve in his place.

Yours very sincerely,
. B. O. Brawp,
Chairman.,

APRIL 30

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow, at
the conclusion of the legislative program
of the day and following any special
orders heretofore entered, I may be per-
mitted to address the House for 20 min-
utes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that today, fol-
lowing any special orders heretofore
entered, I may be permitted to address
the House for 15 minutes and to revise
and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SPENCE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a letter from Hon.
Marriner S. Eccles, Chairman, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, and a statement in regard to a bill
which he introduced today.

Mr, ROE of Maryland asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REecorp in two instances; to in-
clude in one an article by Raymond
Moley, and in the other two editorials
from the Denton Journal, Denton, Md.

A FRUSTRATED BUREAUCRAT 18 A POOR
REPORTER OF FACTS

Mr. COX. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute. ;

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, an interesting
discovery that I made during the recess
was that a frustrated bureaucrat is a
poor reporter of facts. Messrs. Chester
Bowles’ and Paul Porter’s misrepresenta-
tions of the acts and the motives of the
House as regards OPA has added nothing
to the reputation of these gentlemen for
veracity, nor has it contributed anything
to the solution of the problem at hand.
I would like to commend to the study of
these gentlemen two of the most out-
standing men in the Truman adminis-
tration—the Secretary of the Treasury,
Fred Vinson, and the Speaker of this
House, Sam RAYBURN, If these gentle-
men will do this, they will discover that
reason and fair play takes a man further
than abuse and misrepresentation. The
way these gentlemen have squawked, one
would think that the House had stabbed
them through the heart and spilled their
blood all over the ground when, as a
matter of fact, it has done no such thing.
The House simply stepped on their toes,
demonstrating to the country that it has
a responsibility to perform, and that it
is nobody’s hound dog to be kicked
around with bureaucratic impunity.

THE LATE STANLEY H. EUNZ

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, it is with
profound regret that I announce the
passing of a former Member of this
House, who was one of my predecessors,
the Honorable Stanley H. Kunz, of the
Eighth Congressional District of Iilinois,
on April 23, 1946, at a ripe age of 81 years.

He was one of the prominent Polish-
American leaders of Chicago for many
years. At the age of 21 in the year of
1886, he was elected as a State repre-
sentative, and from that time he was al-
ways in public service. For 26 years he
served in the Chicago City Council, and
was elected to Congress in 1920 and
served until 1934,

Stanley Kunz possessed many rare
traits, but to me it always seemed that he
was one of the most patient, sympathetic,
and courteous men I have ever met. Re-
gardless of how heavy his burdens were,
he always found time to listen to prob-
lems of the people and give counsel, con-
sideration, and advise in the solution of
them. His life was one of exceptional
service and he practiced the teachings
of his faith and sought to live true to the
standards set by the Saviour of mankind
and at all times, was a true American.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I am one
of the few still in Congress who served
with Stanley H. Kunz during his 14 years
in the House of Representatives. I knew
him during those years not only as a
United States Representative, but as an
alderman of the city of Chicago, as a
State senator, and as a member of the
Cook County Central Democratic Com-
mittee and of the State Democratic Com-
mittee. He followed closely Peter Kiol-
vasa, the first Polish-American to win
high public office as city treasurer of
Chicago; in earlier years I cooperated
with both in the cause of democracy.

Born and educated in New England,
Stanley Kunz had a magnificent phy-
sique, courage, determination, and a
strong will, and a complete mastery of
the English language. His boldness and
enterprise won the confidence of his peo-
ple, and he became an outstanding Po-
lish-American leader, not only in his
adopted city of Chicago but throughout
the Middle West.

Like myself, he was a believer in the
true Jeffersonian democracy, which he
strongly advocated among his people,
Having secured their confidence and co-
operation, by his own ability and the
charm of his personality, he brought to
his American-Polish compatriots the
recognition and acceptance which they
so eminently deserved. His influence ex-
tended far beyond our city and county
and throughout our Nation. More, per-
haps, than to any other American the
Polish-Americans of today owe to Stan-
ley H. Eunz their high prestige in public
service.
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His indomitable courage was backed by
a swift and supple intellect. In the New
York National Democratic Convention he
more than any other delegate, contrib-
uted to the solution of the impasse be-
tween McAdoo and Smith, and brought
about the nomination of John W. Davis.

Americans of Polish birth or of Polish
parentage have lost a strong spokesman,
and so has American democracy.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SABATH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an address delivered
by him a few weeks ago.

Mr. KEOPPLEMANN asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the ReEcorp and include an address
delivered by himself on the radio with
reference to expenditures and balancing
the Budget.

Mr, WASIELEWSKI asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an editorial.

Mr. MANASCO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include two editorials from
the New York Times and a newspaper
article.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. WALTER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that today, following
any special orders heretofore entered, I
may be permitted to address the House
for 15 minutes,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. WASIELEWSKI. Mr, Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that on Monday
next, at the conclusion of the legislative
program of the day and following any
special orders heretofore entered, I may
be permitted to address the House for 15
minutes,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani=-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the RECORD,

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLS., Mr. Speaker, in the war
program the larger manufacturers and
the larger mining companies were pro-
vided, where necessary, with Government
funds and Government-owned equip-
ment. Through the Contract Settlement
Act of 1944, Public Law 395, payments
for contract termination and reconver-
sion were likewise provided. Although
the act was intended to cover the small
miners of strategic and critical minerals,
it appears that it is not being so admin-
istered.

A considerable number of small pro-
ducers of strategic and critical minerals
responded to the Government’s urgent
call for production, frequently of mate-
rials not needed for peacetime use, and
upon the termination of the Government
programs found themselves with unre-
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covered investments and no further
market for their producis.

In order that the House may have full
opportunity of considering the matter,
I have today introduced a bill which has
been prepared by the Small Business
Committee of the Senate and introduced
in that body by Senator MurraY, for him-
self and several other Senators, propos-
ing to extend the operations of the Con-
tract Settlement Act of 1944 to include
small miners of strategic and critical
minerals.

The proposed amendment is only a re-
enactment of the War Minerals Relief
Act of 1919, expanded to include the
minerals and metals designated by Con-
gress as strategic or critical, and amends
Public Law 395 so as to utilize the settle-
ment provisions already provided.

SECOND APPROPRIATION RESCISSION
BILL, 1946

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R.
5604, an act reducing or further reducing
certain appropriations and contractual
authorizations available for the fiscal
year 1946, and for other purposes, with
Senate amendments thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendments, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. CanNon of Missouri,
Luprow, O'NEAL, RaABauTr, JonNsoN of
Oklahoma, KeRr, TABER, WIGGLESWORTH,
and DIRKSEN.

SECOND DEFICIENCY APFROPRIATION
BILL, 1946

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R.
5890, an act making appropriations to
supply deficiencies in certain appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1946, and for prior fiscal years, to pro-
vide supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1946, and for
other purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. CannoN of Missouri,
LuprLow, O'NEaL, Jornson of Oklahoma,
KERR, TABER, WIGGLESWORTH, and DIRK-
SEN.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the Recorp in two
instances, in one to include an editorial
from the Home Builder, and in the other
on the subject of the OPA swindle to
include a letter.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD
and include an article by Ladislas
Farago. The Public Printer informs me
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that this article will cost $80. Notwith-
standing, I ask unanimous consent that
the extension may be made.

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding the
cost and without objection, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

Mr. PITTENGER (at the request of
Mr, TABER) Was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the REecorp in two
instances and include newspaper items
in one and an article in the other.

Mr. PLUMLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
newspaper article.

Mr. MUNDT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp in two instances,
in one to inciude an editorial, and in the
other a statement which he made before
the House Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. BENNET of New York asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the Recorp in
two instances and include a letter and
an editorial.

Mr. SHARP asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the Recorp and include an ad-
dress delivered by Hon., W. Kingsland
Macy following his reelection as presi-
dent of the National Republican Club of
New York City on Tuesday evening, April
23, 1946.

Mr. SCRIVNER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
copy of a letter from a constituent.

Mr. WOODRUFF asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
letter from a voter in the State of Michi-
gan,

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the RECoORD on
the subject of military discipline in Japan
and include a letter from a soldier in
Japan.

GOVERNMENT PURCHASE OF CORN

_ Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ne-
braska?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, the recent order which offers
a bribe of 30 cents a bushel for corn and
wheat does give a cloak of respectability
to the black market. It is understood
that the black-market dealers in corn
and wheat now pay about 30 cents above
the ceiling in order to get grain. The
Government now legalizes these transac-
tions by entering into competition with
these black-market racketeers.

The small, honest, legitimate feeder,
or the individual desiring grain for the
poultry and dairy industries, cannot buy
except at the double standard price set
by the Government. This price is 30
cents below the black market, so the
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Government and the black-market boys
get all the grain.

Mr. Speaker, I understand the 50,000,-
000 bushels of corn which is being bought
‘at the 30-cent bribe is to go to the indus-
tries producing food from corn. It is
hoped that this will take them out of the
black market.

It is quite apparent that the Gov-
ernment no longer wants the raiser of
hogs to feed them corn, nor do they want
corn fed to cattle. There are a great
many small feeders who will have hungry
livestock in the land of plenty. This is
what happens when you have govern-
ment by control. It means black-market
inflation because of low production.

I predict, Mr. Speaker, that the next
step by the economic theorists will be
to seize all grain and then proceed in an
attempt to make allocations of grain for
all purposes. This will mean chaos,
compounded several times. Govern-
ment regulations beget Government reg-
ulations. When, oh, when, will this ad-
ministration stop tampering with the
economic laws of nature? If the farmer
continues to be crossed and double-
crossed by his Government, as he has
been in the last 3 years, we may expect a
further decrease in the production of all
food.

Mr. Speaker, I am introducing a joint
resolution today which will permit the
owner of grain to sell such grain to any
feeder of livestock, including poultry,
or the processors of such grain or to any-
one else on the same terms and condi-
tions as to the Government without pen-
alty, notwithstanding any price ceiling
to the contrary. I further provided that
the buyer of such grain shall not be sub-
jected to any penalty.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that there
must be some protection for the indi-
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vidual who is trying to feed cattle or to
carry on a poultry or dairy business.
Resolved, etc., That any owner of grain
may sell such grain to any feeder of live-
stock including poultry, or the processor of
said grain or to anyone else on the same
terms and conditions as to the Government

.without penalty notwithstanding any . price

ceiling to the contrary; furthermore, that

the buyer of such grain shall not be sub-

jected to any penalty notwithstanding any

price ceiling to the contrary.

WE WILL ALWAYS HAVE A U. 8. A. IF WE
DO NOT GIVE IT AWAY

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and fo revise and extend my
remarks and include a statement show-
ing the comparative financial condition
of Great Britain and America.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, we will al-
ways have a U. S. A. if we do not give if
away. ‘

I want to make a comparative showing
of the national debt of Great Britain and
that of America. I want to call atten-
tion to the fact that Great Britain has a
debt of about $111,000,000,000 while we
had a national debt on April 16 of over
$274,000,000,000. The increase in the
national debt of Great Britain during the
years 1939 to 1945 was 179 percent while
the increase in the national debt of the
United States was 596 percent. Some
spending.

I cannot give in better terms the state-
ment I want to make as to why we should
be very careful in what we do now in
order that we do not lead this Nation

into disaster than by quoting Mr. Jesse
Jones.

No loans to any government which has defaulted on any previous loans
|All data taken from the World Almanae, 1946, by A. H. Sonntag)

British o
Compare the figures— Commen: United States and
- wealth Lt

} Per capita

B T o e e e 13, 344, 753 S T85203 1

Populstion. .. aid i S Lt 558, 350, 760 150,621,281 |......_...
Fublie debt:

1920, R £7,875, 641, 961 | §24, 207, 018, 412 $228, 32

D s S e = = 7,413, 278, 000 16, B01, 485, 143 135. 42

1932 . e e i S N 7,433, 042, 880 19, 487, 006, 766 156. 12

IO e s = -=--| 8,026,127, 000 37, 164, 740, 315 285, 41

e 8, 031, 450, 000 42, 967, 531, 037 425, 19

1844 i, 19, 592, 000, 000 | 201, 003, 387, 221 1, 448, 50

i RS ST S ] e 22, 398, 000, 000 | 258, 682, 187, 410 | 1, 853,01

British Commonwealth United States and

possessions
Amount Percent Amount Perzent
Decrease, 1920 to 1931, inclusive £462, 363, 961 5.87 | $7,490, 433, 260 40.80
Increase, 1932 to 1938, melusive...._...._._._._....... ... 612, 849, 000 826 | 20,863, 255,171 | 12120
Incresse, 1939 to 1045, inclusive 14,371,873,000 | 179.00 | 221, 517,447,095 |  596.00

The diammm, 1920 to 1931, 12 years—Presidents Harding-Coolidge, Hoover.
The increase, 1932 to 1038, 7 years—FPresident Roosevelt subsidy to farmers not to raise wheat or pigs and the

WPA.
The increase, 1839 to 1945, 7 years—Roosevelt, Troman,

A SUGGESTION TO ENGLAND

Instead of requesting a 50-year loan from
the United States, why not sell your bonds
to the citizens direct. This can easlly be
sccomplished by newspaper advertisements,

but not for b0-year bonds. Make several
issues, one for 10 or 15 years, at 2!5 per-
cent interest; one for 20 years at 3 percent;
and one for 30 years at 315, percent. Place
these advertisements in the prinecipal news-
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papers in the United States, Canada, Aus-
tralia, Union of South Africa, and Malaya—
these countries have tremendous natural
resources and all necessary items to feed and
clothe all human beings.

Why not make a loan to Britain of
$1,000,000,0000 on proper collateral or
even $500,000,000—that is a lot of money.
If they pay that, then make them an
additional loan. If Britain does not pay
the loan, who does? Why, the Ameri-
can taxpayer. Do you want to pay it?
I ask you in good faith. Would you
wreck America financially? Our na-
tional debt is more than twice that of
Great Britain. I do not see why we
charge our veterans 4 percent for a loan
and only charge Britain less than 2
percent. Does not seem right to me.
If we have four billions to give away,
give it to our veterans. What right
have you to give such an amount away?
I say none. You know from past rec-
ords it will not be paid. Remember it
winds up lease-lend and cancels 26
billion. It gives us free trade, permit-
ting importers to ruin our manufac-
turers and our high standard of wages to
our workers. I am not against Britain,
but I do not want to sink or bankrupt
America.

Read what Jesse Jones says about it:

JoNEs Savs BriTisH Loaw May Leap TO
DISASTER

Former Secretary of Commerce Jesse H.
Jones believes approval of the proposed $3,-
750,000,000 British loan would start the
United States down a financial road that is
likely to lead to disaster,

In an editorial published Monday in his
Houston (Tex.) Chronicle, Jones opposed the
loan on the grounds that it would:

1. Be most unbusinesslike. If Great Brit-
ain wants American money she should put
up proper security for it.

2. Tend to debase the United States dollar,
This country should stop issuing Govern-
ment bonds and pay every dollar we can spare
on our debt.

3. Impress countries denied loans on simi-
lar terms as an alliance with Great Britain,
and make them feel that we are less friendly
to them than to Britain.

4. Give Britain money which she would
:}:end in competition with us in world mar-

ts.

LISTS BRITISH ASSETS

Jones declared that “the British are by no
means strapped.” Asserting that they could
put up security for their borrowing, he listed
British assets as follows:

In the United States—&3,000,000,000 plus,
including 587,000,000 in United States Gov-
ernment securities, more than £40,000,000 in
corporate bonds, and 623 controlled branches
of corporations having a value of $611,000,000.

In other countries—some $8,000,000,000 in
various assets, $£15,000,000,000 in unmined
gold reserves, $8,000,000,000 in diamond re-
serves, and several billions in cash.

Jones proposed that loans to Great Britain
be made on a basis similar to that of a
$425,000,000 loan authorized by the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation in July 1941,
That loan was fully secured and was made
payable over 15 years at 3 percent interest.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to be helpful to the British and
still protect our own Federal Treasury, Jones
recommended that:

1. The RFC increase its loan to Britain by
an additional $1,000,000,000 on security al-
ready pledged and repayable in about 40
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years at 2 percent. This would not require
congressional approval.

2. Further RFC loans on the same terms
be made on British investments and opera-
tions in this country, up to the earning value
of the security.

3. This country make an advance payment
of around 500,000,000 to Great Britain for
critical materials for the stock pile which
President Truman has recommended to Con-
gress that the United States build up.

4. Congress consider authorizing the Com-
modity Credit Corporation or some other
agency to sell cotton, tobacco, fruits, and
other farm products, durable goods and man-
ufactured articles to the United Kingdom for
the next few years on credit in amounts
about equal to her normal imports of such
items from this country.

FROPERTY ACQUIRED UNDER LANHAM
ACT SHOULD BE TRANSFERRED TO
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES WHERE
PROPERTIES ARE LOCATED

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection,

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I am introducing a bill today
which I think will be of great interest to
the Members of many States. This bill
provides, in brief, that properties ac-
quired under the Lanham Act for the
purpose of helping local school and rec-
reation districts to take care of their edu-
cational and recreation load and which
were turned over to those distriets for
that use during the war, be given to them
permanently, now that the war has
ended.

For instance, let us take the city of
Vallejo, Calif. That city grew from
20,000 to over 80,000. Under the Lan-
ham Act the facilities for education and
recreation necessary to take care of the
extra load due to the war were provided
that town. Now the Government is try-
ing to sell those facilities to the city of
Vallejo. That small town simply has not
the money or the taxing power to buy
those facilities. The purpose of my bhill
is to recognize that, and count the Lan-
ham Act expenditures on those facilities
as war costs, and turn those facilities
over to the various school districts.

The Government should be glad to
turn these properties over to the various
communities, where they were located,
providing the communities agree to use
the facilities for the purpose for which
they were originally furnished. The
effort to sell these facilities would bring
little revenue, considering the cost of get-
ting rid of them, and in many cases the
cities or school districts involved really
have not the taxing capacity to raise the
money to buy them, in which event they
will fall into the hands of private indi-
viduals and may be used for speculative
purposes. The public welfare will be
subserved by giving these properties to
the communities where they were
located.

Some of the typical war communities
in California that would be helped by this
bill are Vallejo, Napa, Richmond, and
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San Diego. They are found in all parts
of the Nation.

The bill which I have referred to is as
follows:

An act to authorize the transfer, without
charge to the States and political subdivi-
sions thereof, of any interest of the United
States in public works acquired under the
act of October 14, 1940, as amended
Whereas the United States acquired an

interest in educational, recreational, and oth-

er public works under the act of October 14,

1940, as amended, in order to supply the needs

caused by the abnormal influx into certain

localities of civilian workers and members of
the armed forces during the war; and

Whereas such public works are properly
chargeable to the Federal Government as an
expense of the war; and

‘Whereas little revenue could be realized by
the Federal Government in disposing of such
public works by sale because of the lack of
demand therefor under present conditions;
and

Whereas it is impossible in many cases for
the States or local political subdivisions
thereof to pay more than a small part of the
original cost of such public works because of
inability to ralse funds for such a purpose;
and

Whereas the general welfare of the United
Btates will be served by the transfer or
granting without charge of such public works
to the States or political subdivisions thereof
for educational, recreational, and other pur-
poses contemplated in the act of October 14,
1940, as amended: Now, therefore,

Be it enacted, etc., That all right, title, and
interest of the United States in any public
work acquired, maintained, or operated under
the act of October 14, 1940, as amended
(U. 8. C., 4940 ed., Sup. IV, title 42, secs. 1531~
1534 and sec. 1541), shall be granted and
transferred without charge to any State or
political subdivision thereof in which such
public work is located, upon assurance by the
Governor or other duly authorized public offi-
cial of the State, or a duly authorized public
official of a political subdivision thereof, that
such public work will continue to be used
and maintained, after the transfer is com-
pleted, for purposes authorized in said act of
October 14, 1940, as amended. d

Spc. 2. The Federal Works Administrator,
or the head of any other Federal department
or agency having jurisdietion of such public
work, is authorized and directed to execute
the necessary instrument in writing to trans-
fer all right, title, and interest in such public
work from the United States to the State or
political subdivision thereof entitled there-
to as provided in section 1.

(Mr. Jounson of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks and include a copy of a bill he
had introduced.)

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr. McGREGOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial on how
to make the OPA work.

DEMOBILIZATION AND ENLISTMENTS IN
THE REGULAR ARMY

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I am
this morning in receipt of a letter from
the War Department, Office of the Chief
of Staff, which I think will be of interest.
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It is over the signature of William F.
Pearson, colonel, General Staff Corps,
and reads as follows:
APRIL 29, 1946,
Hon. J. HARRY MCGREGOR,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mg. McGreGoRr: I believe that you are
interested in the latest statistics as to de-
mobilization and as to enlistments and re-
enlistments in the Regular Army.

From May 12, 1945, through April 23, 1946,
there were discharged from the Army 6,375,-
000 enlisted men, 640,000 officers. Of the
officers discharged 31,420 were doctors, 9,189
dentists, and 40,864 nurses.

As to enlistments and reenlistments in the
Regular Army, the figures through April 14,
1946, show:

Total enlistments and reenlistments_ 702, 563
Enlistments and reenlistments for
the week ending Apr, 14, 1946_____
Sincerely yours,
W, F. PEARSON,
Colonel, General Staff Corps, Liaison,

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. McGrEGOR] has
eXpired.

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

Mr. CURTIS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REecorp and include
therein a newspaper article.

Mr. GWYNNE of Jowa asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the Recorp and in-
clude an editorial.

Mr. ENUTSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
article.

Mr. GEARHART asked and was given

ion to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD in two instances,
in one to include a letter, and in the other
an article.

Mr. HOPE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and to include
a letter. :

Mr. SHORT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorb.

Mr. SPARKMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include a
speech made by Mr. Acey Caraway.

Mr. DE LACY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp in two instances,
to include in one a statement by Mme.
Sun Yat-sen, and in the other a letter
addressed to a committee.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in or-
der on Calendar Wednesday of this week
may be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS

Mr. RANEKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors may sit during
the sessions of the House during general
debate for the remainder of the week,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES—ANNUAL REFPORT OF
THE PANAMA RAILWAY COMPANY

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Pres-
ident of the United States, which was
read, and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, the Ninety-sixth
Annual Report of the Board of Directors
of the Panama Railroad Company for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1945,

Harry S. TRUMAN,

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 26, 1946.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES—SIXTH REFORT OF
UNREA

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States which was read and
together with the accompanying papers
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and ordered printed, with illus-
trations:

To the Congress of the United States of
America:

I am transmitting herewith the sixth
report to Congress on UNRRA operations
for the quarter ending December 31,
1945,

During this quarter, while UNRRA’s
shipments reached unprecedented fig-
ures, recipient countries experienced un-
precedented needs. Crop failures re-
sulted in the continuance of near famine
conditions, The hardships of winter
were imminent.

At year’'s end, moreover, critical short-
ages—notably of wheat, fats, meat for
Europe, and of rice for China—threat-
ened execution of even the limited relief
program that had been planned. For
millions survival was, and still is, the is-
sue, and for UNRRA the challenge to be
met. World recovery still remains a
formidable task.

Only concerted action by the United
Nations—and, primarily, of the produc-
ing countries—ean, even at this date,
avert the prolongation of emergency
conditions throughout the world. Now,
more than ever, intensified efforts to
match need with supply, are required of
us. We must not fail. For our contin-
ued participation in UNRRA marks the
fulfillment of a pledge and the discharge
of a debt to those who, beyond the com-
mon sacrifice of life and material re-
sources, endured the devastation and
brutalities that we were spared. Con-
science alone demands that we meet the
full measure of our obligation.

But prudence and self-interest no less
dictate our policy. Neither peace nor
prosperity can be assured to us while
famine, disease, and destitution deprive
others of the means to live, let alone to
prosper. Relief and rehabilitation are
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paramount necessities for that world re-
covery which is a primary objective of
our national policy. They provide the
best insurance against social chaos and
moral disintegration and the surest
guarantee for the growth of democratic
modes of thought and action. The emer-
gency, which UNRRA was designed to
meet, continues. The months immedi-
ately ahead are critical.

While ours is the largest contribution
to UNRRA's funds, it is matched by like,
proportionate contributions of 30 other
nations, This gives significance to
UNRRA altogether beyond the relief
that it provides. In UNRRA the United
Nations have created the first interna-
tional operating agency through which
to test and to perfect our powers of co-
operation. Such powers are not mbm_'n.
They are cultivated, by constant exercise
and the progressive enlargement of mu-
tual experience. In UNRRA a prece-
dent has been created that may prove a
landmark in our progfess toward soli-
darity and common action by the na-
tions of the world.

Harry S. TRUMAN.

Tue WHITE Housk, April 22, 1946.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RANKIN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article by West-
brook Pegler.

The SPEAKER. Under previous spe-
cial order of the House, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CHURCH] is recognized
for 30 minutes.

RED TAPE IN DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS
PROPERTY — NO SPECIAL COMMITTEE
NECESSARY

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include Washington
Staff Directive No. 1, issued March 27,
1946, by the War Assets Administration.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlemar. from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

‘Mr.CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, April 4, I had occasion {o address
the House relative to the red tape, bu-
reaucracy, and waste in the disposal of
surplus property. At that time I em-
phasized the imperative need for a thor-
ough investigation of the administration
of the Surplus Property Act of 1944. On
the following day, Friday, April 5, the
Rules Committee voted to report House
Resolution 385, to provide for the estab-
lishment of a special select committee to
conduct such an investigation. ButIam
opposed to that resolution.

I should like to make my position clear.
There is no question whatever as to the
need for a complete investigation of the
operation of the surplus-property-dis-
posal program. As I previously stated
in presenting to this Hous: my findings
in a personal study of this subject:

The policies, procedures, and regulations
being followed in connection with the dis-
posal of surplus property are scandalous.

I repeat what I then said, that—

The bureaucratic Frankenstein that the
War Assets Administration truthfully repre-
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sents, with its maze of red tape, complicated
regulations, and ridiculous procedures, is
actually destroying the purpose of the act.

And in support of that charge I pre-
sented several documents embodying
volumes of regulations issued under the
act and outlined the cumbersome and
costly procedure that is followed by those
responsible for the administration of the
law.

In order to give you a general picture
of the extent to which red tape and
paper work have served to prevent early
disposal of surplus property, I call your
attention to the Washington Staff Direc-
tive No. 1, issued March 27, 1946, by the
War Assets Administration.

This directive establishes the types of
releases to be utilized by the Washington
cffice for the management and operation
of the War Assets Administration,
There are eight general types, as follows:

Administrative Directives, the Manual
of Operations, Washington Staff Direc-
tives, General Administrative Procedures,
Management Procedure Series, Opera-
tions Procedures Series, Staff Notices and
IMemoranda. The Management Pro-
cedures Series is in turn divided into the
following six categories: Audifing Pro-
cedures, Accounting Procedures, Budget
Procedures, Personnel Procedures, Or-
ganization and Procedure Planning Pro-
cedures, and Administrative Services
Procedures. And the Operations Pro-
cedures Series is divided into the follow-
ing nine different categories: General
Operations Procedures, Aircraft Disposal
Procedures, Consumers_Goods Disposal
Procedures, Capital and Producers Goods
Disposal Procedures, Real froparty Dis-
posal Procedures, Warehousing Pro-
cedures, Inspection Procedures, Traffic
Procedures, and Credit Procedures.

In other words, there are no less than
23 types of releases promulgated for the
management of the War Assets Admin-
istration, as distinguished from the regu-
lations, orders, special orders, and policy
statements or other directives issued by
the Administrator which apply to all
Federal agencies engaged in the disposal
of surplus property. The regulations
that have been ‘ssued fill volumes. There
is a constant flood of new releases,
amendments and amendments. It would
probably be no exaggeration to say that
if an employee of the War Assets Admin-
istration were to keep himself advised on
all the releases he would have to spend 7
hours each day reading them and per-
haps the other hour of an 8-hour day
discussing them.

The primary objective of the Surplus
Property Act is to provide for the early
disposal of surplus property. In no other
way can the objectives set forth in sec-
tion 2 of that act be attained. But the
most cursory examination of the policies
and procedures of the War Assets Admin-
istration, which has taken over most of
the surplus property for disposal, will
convince ore that so long as such poli-
cies and procedures are followed there
will be nothing but continued delay and
waste in the program.

There is indeed, Mr, Speaker, a need
for an investigation of this program and
doubtless amendatory legislation is nec-
essary. With the purpose of the pending
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resolution I am in complete accord. Why,
then, do I oppose it? Simply because I
do not believe a special committee should
be established to conduct the investiga-
tion, but rather the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments
should be empowered to act as the in-
vestigating committee.

For a number of weeks the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments has been holding hearings on this
subject. Those hearings have by no
means been complete, but a beginning
has been made, and the committee is in
position to proceed promptly and effec-
tively with further study. It is now pro-
posed to duplicate the work of that com-
mittee by establishing a special commit-
tee. It should be borne in mind that a
special committee will in turn make rec-
ommendations to the House, which rec-
ommendations will be referred to the
Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments for appropriate
legislative action.

We talk long, loud, and often about
the duplications in the executive branch
of the Government, the red tape and the
waste that results. We have enacted leg-
islation with a view to accomplishing a
reorganization to eliminate the duplica-
tions. It seems to me that we who con-
stitute the legislative branch should our-
selves avoid duplications, the very type
of thing that would result from this
resolution.

In this connection, permit me to call
your attention to the report of the Joint
Committee on the Organization of Con-
gress, filed on March 4, 1946—S2nate re-
port No. 1011, Seventy-ninth Congress,
second session. One may disagree with
certain details of that committee’s rec-
ommendations, but I think it is unani-
mously agreed that, as the committee
states on page 2 of its report:

No adequate improvement in the organiza-
tion of Congress can be undertaken or ef-
fected unless Congress first reorganizes its
present obsolete and overlapping committee
structure.

And most pertinent here is the follow-
ing statement on page 6 of that commit-
tee’s report:

Directing the regular standing committees
to carry on this supervisory function appeals
to your committee as a better method than
the appointment of numerous select investi-
gating committees when situations have
grown so difficult as to arouse public demand
for correction or special study. We recom-
mend that the practice of creating special
committees of investigation be abandoned.

Each of the reorganized standing commit-
tees should be given the power of subpena
and should be authorized to undertake
studies of matters within its jurisdiction
either by full or subcommittee action. By
directing its standing committees to per-
form this oversight function, Congress can
help to overcome the unfortunate cleavage
between the personnel of the legislative and
the executive branches.

Let me repeat one sentence from the
report:

We recommend that the practice of creat-
ing special committees of investigation be
abandoned.

That is the proposal of the joint com-

mittee which made a detailed study of
the organization of Congress. Ithink we
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should follow that recommendation in
passing on the resolution now before us,
Instead of establishing a special commit-
tee to conduct the investigation, the
standing Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments, which has
legislative jurisdiction over the subject
matter, should be authorized, with sub-
pena power to conduct the investigation.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include Washington Staff Directive No. 1:

WAR ASSETS ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., March 27, 1946.

WASHINGTON STAFF DIRECTIVE NO. 1

To: All officials in the Washington ecffice.
Subject: Instructions and proceduies of the
War Assets Administration.

SectioNn 1. General: The purpose of this
directive is to establish the types of releases
to be utilized by the Washington ofiice for
the promulgation of directives, instructions,
and procedures controlling the internal
management and operations of the War As-
sets Administration, in Washington and the
field, and to fix responsibility for the initia-
tion, preparation, control, and issuance of
such releases.

The provisions of this directive apply tc all
procedures and instructions relating to the
internal management and uvperation of the
WAA initiated in the Washington office and
proposed for release in the Washington office
and/or to regional offices except:

(a) Delegations of authority to named
individuals.

{(b) Public informational or publicity re-
leases and advertising.

(c) Unnumbered releases containing non-
instructional matter such as events, appoint-
ments, and similar notices of interest o: in-
formation for distribution within a single
office or division.

(d) Such other types of releases as may be
specifically exempted by the Director, Or-
ganization and Procsdure Planning Division.

The provisions of this directive do not ap-
ply to the preparation, clearance, and issu-
ance of regulations, orders, special orders,
and policy statements or other directives is-
sued by the Administrator pursuant to the
Surplus Property Act of 1944, which apply to
all Federal agencies engaged In the disposal
of surplus property.

Bec. 2. Types of authorized releases: The
types of release utilized by the Washington
office for the promulgation of directives, in-
structions and prccedures governing and
controlling the internal management and
operation of the War Assets Administration
shall be:

Administrative directives.

The manual of operations.

Washington staff directives.

General administrative procedures.

Management procedures series.

Operations procedures serles.

Staff notices.

Memoranda.

The nature of the material which shall be
incorporated in each of these types 1s as
follows:

(a) Administrative directives: Instrue-
tions regarding the establishment of re-
gional organization structure or changes
therein and basic procedures governing and
controlling the internal management and
operation of the regional offices and other
field establishments may be issued as ad-
ministrative directives prior to their inclu-
sion in the appropriate volume of the man-
ual of operations,

Administrative directives shall be issued
over the signature of the Administrator or
the Deputy Administrator for Management.

(b) The manual of operations: Permanent
or recurring instructions and procedures
governing and controlling the internal man-
agement and operation of the regional offices
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and other field establishments of the War
Assets Administration shall be incorporated
in the appropriate volume of the manual of
operations, The categories of subject matter
incorporated in each volume of the manual
are outlined on the reverse side of the title
page of each volume.

Additions or revisions to the present vol=-
umes of the manual and additional volumes
deemed necessary shall be issued as attach-
ments to transmittal letters. A separate se-
ries of such letters shall be maintained for
each volume of the manual. In addition to
describing the new or revised portions of the
manual attached, each transmittal letter
shall include a short outline of the new or
revised procedure; such nonrecurring in-
structions as may be necessary to properly
effect the change; and the established effec-
tive date of the new or revised procedure.

Transmittal letters shall be issued over
the signature of the Deputy Administrator
for Management.

(c) Washington suaff directive: : Instrue-
tions regarding the establishment of organ-
ization structure or changes therein, assign-
ment of functions and responsibility, and
statements of office-wide basic procedure
governing the internal management and op-
eration of the Washington office shall be is-
sued as Washington staff directives.

Washington staff directives shall be issued .

over the signature of the Administrater or
the Deputy Administrator for Management.

(d) General administrative procedures:
Instructions and procedures as may be nec-
essary to implement the functions, respon-
sibilities, and basic procedures established
in a Washington staff drective and to estab-
lish uniform practices and methods in the
Washington office shall be issued as general
administrative procedures.

General administrative procedures shall be
issued over the signature of the director of
the office or division which has responsibility
for the function or ac*‘vity covered by the
release.

(e) Management procedures series: In-
structions and procedures pertaining to the
management functions and activities in the
regional offices may be issued as management
procedures prior to their inclusion in the
manual of operations.

Each release in the management pro-
cedures series shall carry a secondary desig-
nation to indicate the category of operation
to which it applies, as indicated below:

Auditing procedures.

Accounting procedures.

Budget procedures.

Personnel procedures.

Organization and procedure planning pro-
cedures.

Administrative services procedures.

Management procedures shall be issued
over the signature of the Deputy Adminis-
trator for Management or of the director of
the division which has responsibility for the
subject matter. Directors of divisions orig-
inating management procedures issuances
will be responsible for obtaining prior clear-
ance from the Deputy Administrator for
Management where major changes in current
functions and procedures are contemplated.

(f) Operations procedures series: Instruc-
tions and procedures pertaining to the opera-
tions, funetions, and activities in the regional
offices and other field installations may be
issued as operations procedures prior to their
inclusion in the manual of operations.

Each release in the operations procedures
series shall carry a secondary designation to
indicate the category of operation to which it
applies, as indicated below:

General cperations procedures.

Aircraft disposal procedures.

Consumers goods disposal procedures.

Capital and producers goods disposal pro-
cedures. ¢

Real property disposal procedures.

Warehousing procedures.
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Inspection procedures.

Traffic procedures,

Credit procedures.

Operations procedures shall be issued over
the signature of the Deputy Administrator
for Operations or of the director of the office
or division which has responsibility for the
subject matter. Operations procedures shall
not be issued over the signature of an office
or division director without prior clearance
with the Deputy Administrator for Opera-
tions.

(g) Staff notices: Announcements of ap-
pointments to key positions in the Washing-
ton office or regional offices shall be issued as
staff notices. All such notices shall be issued
over the signature of the Administrator. or
the Director, Personnel Division, after clear-
ance with the Deputy Administrator con-
cerned with the subject matter.

(h) Memoranda: Announcements of spe-
cial items of interest to all employees, and
other similar nonprocedural matters shall be
issued as memoranda. All memoranda shall
be issued over the signature of the Deputy
Administrator concerned,

While the above types of releases provide
for the issuance of instructions and pro-
cedures in forms other than the manual,
every effort shall be made to initially prepare
all permanent or recurring procedures for
issuance as additions or revisions to the
manual.  Use of the other types of releases
should be limited to those instances when
time or conditions do not permit the initial
issuance to be prepared for inclusion in the
manual. All of the above-described types of
releases shall be submitted to the Organiza-
tion and Procedure Planning Division for re-
view and clearance with other interested of-
fices and divisions in accordance with the
procedure outlined in sections 3 and 4 below.
Processing of teletype messages and corre-
spondence to more than one region will be
covered in a separate release,

Sec. 3. Responsibility for the preparation
of releases: Each office or division in the
Washington office is responsible for the orig-
ination, preparation, and technical accuracy
of preliminary drafts of all instructions, pro-
cedures, and forms necessary to assure the
execution of its assigned functions and ac-
tivities in the Washington office and the
regions. ;

The Organization and Procedure Planning
Division, Office of Management, is responsible
for coordinating the formulation and prep-
aration of all instructions and procedures
proposed for release by the Washington office
and for maintaining control of the develop-
ment and use of WAA forms. This responsi-
bility also includes the determination as to
the method of issuance and the type of re-
lease to be utilized.

The Organigation and Procedure Planning
Division shall provide such assistance to
originating offices and divisions as may be
necessary to assure the prompt and proper
preparation of all proposed releases.

Sec. 4. Review and clearance of releases:
All material proposed for issuance in accord-
ance with the provisions of this procedure
shall be submitted to the Organization and
Procedure FPlanning Division in an original
and four copies, for review and clearance with
other interested offices or divisions. All such
submissions shall be as much in advance of
the proposed effective date as possible and
shall be accompanied by any background
material which justifies or supports the pro-
posed release.

Upon receipt of a proposed release, the
Organization and Procedure Planning Divi-
sion shall review it from the viewpoint of
content and purpose, its over-all adminis-
trative implications and effect, and con-
formity with existing directives, instructions,
and procedures on the same or related sub-
Jects. Questions arising from such review
and any recommendations of the Organiza-
tion and Procedure Planning Division for
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improvement of the release shall be recon-
ciled with the originating office or division
before the proposed release is submitted to
other offices or divisions for clearance.

After completing its review, the Organiza-
tion and Procedure Planning Division shall
present a copy of the proposed release to all
offices and divisions concerned for review and
clearance. A written notice of the date, on
or before which clearance is to be completed,
shall accompany each clearance copy of a
proposed release presented to an office or
division.

Each office or division which receives a
clearance copy of a proposed release shall
promptly review the material and the Di-
rector shall indicate his concurrence by
initialing the attached approved record and
returning the clearance file to the Organiza-
tion and Procedure Planning Division. The
Director of each office and division shall des-
ignate some member of his staff to serve as
clearance officer to coordinate the internal
clearance of proposed releases. The Organi-
zation and Procedure Planning Division
should be notified as to the name, room num-
ber, and telephone number of any persons
designated as clearance officers.

Whenever a reviewing office or division de-
sires to recommend modifications or revisions
of certain provisions in the proposed release,
the proposed changes shall be indicated on
the epproval record, on the clearance copy,
or in an attached memorandum. In the
event a reviewing office or division objects
to the provisions of a proposed release, its
reasons for disapproval shall be set forth
in an attached memorandum.

Whenever clearance 1is not completed
within the prescribed period, the 'Organiza-
tion -and Procedure Planning Division shall
contact the delinquent reviewing office or
division and ascertain the reasons for delay.
If the reviewing office is unable to give im-
mediate clearance,- the Organization and
Procedure Planning Division may establish
in writing an additional period of time, pro-
vided the date on or before which the In-
struction must be issued will permit such
an extension. The Organization and Pro-
cedure Planning Division shall proceed as if
clearance had been obtained, whenever it
believes that a further extension of the clear-
ance date should not be granted,

Upon completion of the clearance of a pro-
posed release the Organization and Procedure
Planning Division shall review and consider
the recommendations and comments sub-
mitted by the reviewing offices. Whenever
recommendations alter the purpose, impli-
cations, or effect of the original proposal, the
Organization and Procedure Planning Divi-
sion shall reconcile them with the originat-
ing office or division. Unreconciled differ-
ences which arise as a result of clearance
shall be settled by the Organization and
Procedure Planning Division in a meeting
with representatives of the offices and/or di-
visions concerned. Whenever an agreement
cannot be reached the Organization and Pro-
cedure Planning Division shall prepare a
memorandum containing a description of
the provisions under discussion and its rec-
ommendations for submission to the Deputy
Administrator to the Administrator for con-
slderation and final decision.

After all recommendations have been rec-
onciled, the Organization and Procedure
Planning Division shall prepare a final draft
of the proposed release and present it, to-
gether with initialed approval records, to the
proper official for final approval and sig-
nature. p

The Organization and Procedure Planning
Division shall maintain a file of all initialed
copies of the clearance drafts, approval rec-
ords, memoranda of comments, and any per-
tinent background material submitted in
support of the proposed release. Material
in this file shall be available for examination
by clearance officers or other authorized
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representatives of offices or divisions affected
by a release,

Sec. 4. Distribution of Instructions and
procedures. Instructions and procedures is-
sued by the Washington office for the internal
management and operation of the War Assets
Administration shall be available for distri-
bution in such quantities as may be neces-
sary to officlals and employees within the
Washington office and in the regions. Types
of releases prescribed in section 2 of this
procedure which apply only to the Washing-
ton office shall not be distributed to regional
offices. Releases containing instructions and
procedures covering regional operations shall
be distributed within the Washington office
in such quantities as may be necessary to
insure efficient operations.

The proper distribution of instructions and
pProcedures issued by the Washington office
to personnel in the field is the responsibility
of the Regional Director.

ule:\fery issuance should show distribution

G. E. MoNsoN,
Deputy Administrator for Management.

. The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

Mirrs in the chair), Under previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. SmitH] is recognized for 15
minutes.

CARPETBAGGERS' INVASION, 1946 MODEL

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
the utter indifference of the Govern-
ment, the people, and the press to the
economic calamity that is about to en-
gulf the Nation in a few days is amazing
and frightening. The coal strike which
has been in progress for a month, with
no signs of settlement, has so depleted
the Nation's supply of coal that industry
and transportation are today breaking
down all over the country. In a matter
of days the wheels of industry will stop
turning for lack of coal, and the Nation
will suffer a paralysis that will bring
about utter chaos. In the face of this
calamity, negotiations for settlement of
the strike have broken up and apparently
no serious effort is being made to avert
the pending crisis.

Stranger still, there is at the moment
no demand by the mine workers for ad-
ditional wages or improved working con-
ditions. The sole issue is the demand of
the United Mine Workers that the labor
union be paid a royalty of 10 cents a ton
on all coal mined and consumed by the
American people. The issue is whether
the American public shall be subjected to
g special tax levied by and paid to a pri-
vate labor organization. The principle
involved is vital. If the miners’ union
can levy a public tax for private purposes
on the coal used by the consuming public,
then every other labor union can and
naturally will levy a tax on the Ameri-
can people for their private use on every
other commodity consumed by the pub-
lic. And so we shall soon have every mi-
nority pressure group, that has the pow-
er to deprive the public of essential com-
modities, levying its own private tax
upon the American people.

Such a spectacle should have the ef-
fect of finally arousing a people steeped
in lethargy to a sense of danger and re-
sponsibility—a responsibility to demand
in no uncertain voice that the Congress
and the administration adopt a firm, de-
cisive policy to prohibit this new and rev-
olutionary type of extortion.
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I have repeatedly warned the Con-
gress against the existing state of labor
legislation which leaves unions free to
adopt any methods of extortion that the
mind can conceive, from robbery to as-
sault and battery, while fying the hands
of industry with restrictive laws. Speak-
ing in this House on January 17 of this
yvear, I repeated that warning in the
following language:

Ever since the enactment of the one-sided
National Labor Relations Act, the country
has been gradually drifting toward a crisis
that will determine whether the Government
is to be run by, for, and of all of the people,
or by and for a handful of ambitious, power-
drunk labor leaders. Early in this struggle
I took my stand in opposition to the threat-
ened labor dictatorship, and in retaliation
these groups have repeatedly sought with
every weapon at their command to eliminate
me from public life.

Since the end of the war, we have reached
that crisis. The CIO and its Political Action
Committee have declared open warfare on

every public official from the President of

the United States down who dares, in the
slightest degree, to suggest a curtailment of
their powers to dominate the Nation.

In recent weeks we have seen preliminary
demonstrations and warnings of their power
to close down and cut off every essential in-
dustry and enterprise upon which the Na-
tion depends for food, fuel, transportation,
communications, and other necessities ot
modern 1fe.

This handful of labor barons, by a series of
short work stoppages, have merely served
notice in unmistakable fashion that with a
few dominant labor leaders in strategic in-
dustries lies the power to freeze and starve
140,000,000 of supposedly free American citi-
zZens,

Six years ago, as chairman of the Com-
mittee to Investigate the National Labor
Relations Board, I conducted an investi-
gation that disclosed that certain radical
elements of organized labor working in
conjunction with equally radical agen-
cies of the Federal Government, both
tinged with communistic theories, were
slowly but surely fastening upon the Na-
tion a labor dictatorship intended to
control and run the Government of the
United States in the interest of minority
pressure groups. The evidence was so
clear and the findings of that committee
so specific, that the House of Representa-
tives adopted the remedial legislation
which we recommended. Unfortunately
that legislation, like other legislation I
have since proposed, failed of final
passage. The disclosures of the threat-
ened labor dictatorship made by the
committee of which I was chairman 6
years ago were so clear and the proof
so positive that these radical units of
organized labor have, in three different
campaigns, promoted opposition to me
and have sought my defeat. The fourth
attempt to eliminate me from Congress
by these radical groups, headed by the
CIO Political Action Committee, is now
being threatened. I defy them now as
I have done in the past.

I do not desire a seat in the Congress
at the price of supine submission to any
minority pressure group, particularly the
CIO Political Action Committee.

If the people of this Nation are so in-
different to the American system of gov-
ernment under which we have lived and
prospered that they are willing to sub-
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mit supinely to the yoke being fitted to
their necks by a small group of labor dic-
tators, I have at least done my part to
sound the warning.

In recent days the CIO Political Action
Committee has announced its purpose in
the present primary campaigns through-
out the Southern States to seek to elimi-
nate from public life every Congressman
who has shown an unwillingness to sub-
mit to their dictatorship. This is no
secret. They have published it boldly
and boastfully under large headlines in
every daily newspaper in the country.
They have even had the temerity to an-
nounce in these publications the huge
sums of money that they have set aside
to buy the elections of Congressmen in
the Southern Stafes who will do their
will. They propose to conduct this ne-
farious enterprise openly and boldly from
their head offices in New York and
Washington.

Are the southern people become so
supine and spineless that they will
meekly submit to another carpetbagger
invasion without raising a voice in pro-
test? Such is the scheme that has been
cooked up, dished, and is ready to be

' served by persons who are not even citi-

zens of the States they propose to invade
and conquer.

The carpetbaggers who invaded the
South after the Civil War were at least
American-born citizens with American
names. The communistic designs of to-
day had not then been brought to our
shores.

Today this new swarm of carpetbag-
gers who are invading the Southern
States to take over our political affairs
are impregnated and indoctrinated with
communism. They seek and have long
sought to destroy the American system
of government as we have known it and
to fasten upon us the fetters of political
and economic dictatorship.

There is not an American-born citizen
in the top-flight leadership of this model
1946 carpetbag invasion. The swarm of
minor hirelings who propose to do the
actual field work are but the puppets of a
foreign-born and foreign-conceived plot
to spread the fearsome specter of com-
munism over the face of the globe.

On my part, I shall fight this invasion
openly and aboveboard with all the
energy I possess. Expecting no quarter
and asking none, I shall be content if I
can bring to public notice an awareness
of the destructive purposes of this CIO
Political Action Committee campaign to
destroy the system of government under
which we have lived and grown strong.

Impregnated with communistic aims,
purposes, and personnel, as has been
proved time and again from both inside
and outside the CIO, this un-American
organization seeks absolute domination
and control over the economic life of the
Nation. Only an aroused public opinion
can stem this tide. No Member of Con-
gress who knows the fact and seeks re-
election is worthy of a seat in this body
who will temporize or compromise with
the nefarious aims of these selfish groups.

Sooner or later the Congress must
come to grips with the inordinate de-
mands of irresponsible labor leaders who
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use their power over their enslaved mem-
berships to paralyze the Nation. Sooner
or later we must take our stand on the
side of the people or on the side of the
radical minority pressure groups seeking
to exploit the people for private gain.
Sooner or later we must stand up and be
counted for the masses of the people or
for the political pressure groups. Sooner
or later, we, as the people’s representa-
tives, must decide whether any small
minority calling itself a labor union shall
be permitted to interfere with the con-
tinuous operation of the facilities upon
which the life, happiness, and prosperity
of the Nation deperd.

I have today introduced a bill to pro-
hibit the extortion of tribute or royalties
by private organizations as a condition to
the production of articles essential to the
life of the Nation. I ask you Members
who are sufficiently interested to join me
in the effort to obtain early passage of
this nceded legislation. Only a few
weeks ago, by an overwhelming vote, you
enacted a similar legislation directed at
the activities of the musicians’ union.
Surely you cannot place less importance
upon the production of coal to turn the
wheels of industry than upon the pro-
duction of jazz records to be played over
the radio.

It is true that James Caesar Petrillo
has no ominous-looking hirsute adorn-
ment upon his eyebrows. Nor is he given
to bellowing in loud, resounding tones.
But the musicians’ union, which you so
Joyously and enthusiastically punished a
few weeks ago, deals in jazz records while
the United Mine Workers, though assay-
ing more political power, mines the coal
that is essential to the life of the Nation.

I urge you to assist me in bringing
about reasonable and sensible legislation
to protect the whole American people
against the voracity of the few, organized
;nd politically active though they may

e.

SPECIAL ORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr, WALTER] is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, na-
tionally and internationally we are in a
period of unrest. That is natural, even
inevitable. It is a part of the let-down
from the emotional tension of sustained
war effort. The head of steam has to be
blown off. The energies that were sum-
moned to beat the enemy have to be di-
rected into other channels, or even al-
lowed to dissipate. They cannot be
turned off like a garden hose.

One characteristic of this transitory
unrest is an epidemic of impatience. The
symptoms range all the way from a
feverish demand for nylon stockings to
abuse of the United Nations Council for
its inability immediately to bring inter-
national order out of universal chaos.
The spirit of the times manifests itself
in a demand for change, probably basi-
cally inspired by a hope to realize the
better world we were fighting for against
the forces of reaction.

To this I attribute much of the de-
mand—such as it is—for a reorganiza-
tion of our Military Establishment,
Partially, too, the great and fearsome
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enigma of atomic energy prompts a de-
sire to change the Military Establish-
ment. I have heard the arguments
often—the atom bomb changed the as-
pects of war from the familiar pattern
of men with guns to inhuman, long-
distance machines. If warfare has
changed, then let us change the organi-
zation of our defenses.

It is, if you will reason it out, essen-
tially a change for the sake of change,
based on no logic and no insufficient sci-
entific appraisal. The saddest aspect of
the turmoil is that war has not basically
changed. It is still coing to be—if be it
must—a contest decided by the physical
occupation of territory and the destruc-
tion or denial to the enemy of the com-
mercial ingredients for waging success-
ful war.

Despite the grim fairy tales that tell
how 20 men, each with a suitcase con-
taining an atom bomb, could conquer the
‘United States, the basic instruments of
ships, airplanes, guns, and foot soldiers
are still the determining factors of mili-
tary power. And they will be, as far
ahead as we can see.

War has not become simplified. It
has become infinitely more complex than
it was in 1942. Whether we speak of war
as a predictable fact, or consider it as
something which can be prevented by an
international police force armed to the
eyebrows, its essential elements are con-
stant: trained men, airplanes, ships, and
missiles. No one man can be an expert in
the use of all these instruments. In fact,
no one man can be an expert in all the
uses and potentialities of even one of
them. That is why current efforts at
so-called streamlining of national de-
fenses, of putting all of the painfully
complex instruments in the hands of one
man, are so dangerous. If you are one
of the zealots who think a particular
weapon—say the heavy bomber—is all
our Nation needs for offense and defense,
you will, of course, be an advocate of
one-man direction of the Military Estab-
lishment—provided he is your man.

But if you will agree that, from experi-
ence and from an objective assessment
of the instruments of war, no one weapon
can supersede the bayonet and the fleet,
then you must allow that our national de-
fense system must remain under a com-
mittee of experts—experts in air power,
in sea power, and land power. More
swiftly, and heaven knows more effi-
ciently, can these three minds coordinate
in joint effort the known potentialities
of their specialties than one man who
can at best have only superficial training
in two of the three.

That we had a winning system in the
war just concluded is a trite and obvious
observation. It had its faults, all of
them detected, recognized, analyzed, and
correctable. Most of them were the
archaic heritage of simple days when
navies and armies fought independently,
and the airplane was either unknown or
unappreciated. We did not have time,
under the pressure of an all-out war for
survival, to excise all the obsolete tech-
niques. Conseguently there were dupli-
cations, in procurement especially, and
lack of coordinates, as in intelligence.
But even as our desperate bluejackets on
the destroyer Borie used coffee cups
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and empty shell cases to fight off the
crew of the German submarine she had
rammed, a nation has to use whatever
weapons come to hand in a pinch, -

That is why some recognizably obso-
lete and wasteful practices were toler-
ated in the desperate hurry of all-out
war. But we did not allow obsolescence
to hamper our use of the most modern
implements, or to interfere with the re-
search and development of new imple-
ments. Now, to establish a wholly mod-
ern defense system and to meet our com-
mitments for an international police
force, we can correct our mistakes and
achieve a practicable unification. But,
to quote Charles Lamb, you do not have
to burn down the house to enjoy roast
pork.

My whole thesis can be best demon-
strated by the mistakes of our enemies.
Since the war’s end we have-had access
to the records and the personnel of Ger-
many, Italy, and Japan, and in each in-
stance we find that they contributed
errors to the effect our military prowess
achieved in bringing them to uncondi-
tional surrender, one by one.

Grand Admiral Doenitz freely testified
that it was the domination of the Luft-
waffe that prevented the Germans from
making even better use of submarine
warfare than that which had the Allies
grogey in the first 2 years of conflict.
The German Navy had, on its drawing
boards, the design for a true submarine—
a ship that could stay under water at un-
precedented depths for weeks on end, and
that could fight submerged with trackless
torpedoes and other weapons. But the
German Navy could obtain no priorities
to build its supersubs. The Luftwaffe had
first refusal of all vital, strategic ma-
terial because Hitler pinned his hopes
primarily on air power. Hitler knew that
armies of destruction and occupation
had to capitalize what air power could
gain, and so the land forces had second
access to all military resources. The
Navy was a poor third and had to fight
most of the war with obsolete submarines
while its surface fleet sulked in port un-
der orders from Hitler to avoid losses.

Those orders came after an inferior
British fleet, suffering greater physical
damage in the encounter, met the best
that the Germans could put to sea, in a
battle off North Cape. The Germans fled,
and confessed to the Fuerher that they
had been out-fought, out-gunned, and
out-tricked by the inferior British sea
forces. The starved, ill-trained German
Navy was relegated to step-child status
by one-man dictation.

Italy, which built a fleet of fine fighting
ships and pioneered in the field of fast
motor torpedo craft, was under the same
handicap. Mussolini, a World War cor-
poral with no more military training
than a conseript peasant would be given,
was his own chief of staff of air, sea, and
land forces. The sea, for all his bombast
about Mare Nostrum, was an alien ele-
ment to him. With an infinitely better
and larger fleet than Germany’s, he made
even more misuse, if not disuse, of the
instruments of sea power. The Medi-
terranean remained Britain's through-
out the war, despite ghastly punish-
ment. Malta, within easy flight of Axis
Europe, never surrendered, was never
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wholly besieged. The Italian fleet was
impotent against the Allied invasions of
Africa, Sicily, and continental Italy. It
was a handsome, powerful machine but
without a driver who had any concept
of naval waifarc. It was a stepchild
again, but it had no fairy godmother to
engineer its emergence from ignominy to
complete realization of its latent power.
Even with their devotion to mass aerial
bombing the European Axis powers dis-
played an amazing lack of appreciation
for the full potentialities of the strategic
air force. Germany, in the campaign
against Moscow, and the Italians and
Germans in concert in the entire African
campaign, blazed no new trails in the use
of the newest mobile implement of war-
fare, but kept it to the strategic concepts
of horse-drawn artillery.

I am certain my distinguished friend
from Alabama remembers distinctly the
conversation we had with General Sor-
enson, in southern Germany, at which
time the general said:

I think without peradventure of doubt
when the history of the war has been written,
the conclusion will be reached that Germany
lost the war because the Luftwaffe was
taken over by those young men who had
achieved easy successes in their earlier drives
into the Low Countries.

So their thinking was along just one
particular line, with the result that they
did not build long-range bombers they
did not build the type of plane that
would have prevented the Russians from
supplying their troops; they did not con-
struct those planes which would have
made it impossible for us to have landed
those instruments of offense which
meant ultimate victory.

Contrast this with the well-integrated
program of sea-air power as exercised by
the United States, particularly in the Pa-
cific, and the refutation of the Axis sys-
tem of a dominant service and a domi-
nant individual in command is sharply
apparent.

Turn now to Japan, in which the in-
itially coequal Navy gradually passed un-
der domination of the Army. The war in
the Pacific ended, as you know, with the
destruction of the Japanese Navy and ifs
merchant fleet. Japan’s armies were in-
tact, and stunned by the surrender
forced upon them by the destruction of
Japanese sea power.

To that destruction, the Japanese
military themselves contributed. They
forced the Navy to become an adjunct to
the Army, a carrier of burdens, so that
even Japan's truly excellent submarines
were withdrawn from operations against
the American supply lines to become
blockade runners, lugging supplies to the
Japanese armies of occupation as they
lay besieged by American sea-air power.
The testimony of Japanese naval officers
and civilians to attest to that history fills
volumes in our archives.

The three enemy powers each made
the same mistake in organization, and
for reasons still offered more in faith
than in logic, the system that failed in
Germany, France, and Italy is now pro-
posed as a substitute for the system that
made the United States triumphant.

That system was predicated on the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in Washington,
working out the grand strategy under di-
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rection of the President in consultation
with the British Premier, and in concert
with the Combined Chiefs. The strategy
was considered in terms of the three ele-
ments of sea power, land power, and air
power, the latter as Navy air and Army
air because their functions differ bas-
ically and radically.

That strategy was communicated to
the three commands in the field—Gen-
eral Eisenhower in the Europe-Africa-
Near East theater, General MacArthur
in the Southwest Pacific, and Admiral
Nimitz in the Pacific. Each commander
had a staff of experts in the several mili-
tary specializations; Eisenhower's com-
mand and MacArthur’s included admi-
rals and other naval personnel, naval
ships and naval aviation. Admiral Nim-
itz had Army officers to advise him in
shaping the operations to execute the
Joint Chief's strategy.

That, I submit, was unification and re-
mains unification, and any more radical
employment of the word is not war-
ranted. The picture so frequently
drawn, of bickering; jealous, uncoopera-
tive generals and admirals fighting each
other as vigorously as they were fighting
the enemy, is not even a caricature. It
is a libel.

Suppose, however, the United States
had adopted the same principle of a dom-
inant service, and a dominant individual
in command of all the national defenses:

We might even allow ourselves to
imagine that the national defenses were
headed, in 1941, by one of those military
men who at that time were proclaiming
the carrier to be obsolete, naval aviation
an anachronism, and heavy men-o’-war
a relic of the Spanish war. Much testi-
mony to that effect was vehemently pre-
sented to Congress, you may remember.

I hesitate to think of what could have
been our fate if that philosophy had pre-
vailed. What conquered the German
submarine? It was the escort carrier,
combined with the destroyer escort,
which changed our ratio of shipping loss
from an average of a million tons a
month to zero. No other factor con-
tributed to that victory.

In the Pacific, it was the carrier teamed
up with the submarine that won our way
across a hostile ocean to cut off great
enemy bases like Truk to wither without
nourishment or exercise, and made possi=
ble the conquest of the Marianas, the
Marshalls, Okinawa, and Iwo Jima. The
carrier and escort-carrier program that
won those bases for us in an ever-tight-
ening noose around Japan's throat were
built after the war was under way. Had
we depended on one-man or one-service
domination of the national defense, and
had that control been committed to
the widely held policy opposing full use
of sea-air power, we might still be fight-
ing today, and perhaps even fighting to
drive the enemy off American soil.

I do not think conditions would have
been any better had an admiral been in
sole exercise of command over the three
services, or if a predominantly naval
policy had been imposed on the national
defense program, to the diminution of
the Army or the Air Force, or both.

The geographical position of the
United States demands a balanced de-
fensive system, quickly convertible to the
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offensive, Wars are better won on the
enemy’s territory, That requires, on our
flm, the strongest possible implementa-

on of sea-air power, integrated with
land operations in the staging and deliv-
ery of expeditionary forces through the
connective tissue of the amphibious
force. No more in its conception than
in its execution is such a system a one-
man function.

We can rejoice that the enemy, sub-
servient to the political philosophy of
dictatorship, subscribed, also, to the
principle of- military dictatorship. Dic-
tatorship in both its aspects failed under
the impact of aroused democracy. The
winning system can be improved, and
shall be, and indeed must be by the uti-
lization of experiment and research even
beyond the correction of those flaws the
stress of war revealed. But in concen-
tration of authority you also concen-
trate the possibility of error and multiply
the fatal effect of error. Japan proved
it. Germany proved it. Ifaly proved it
first of all. The evidence is ample. The
infection of unrest, the postwar neurosis
that demands change for the sake of
change, are ailments we cannot permit to
devitalize the sturdy system of national
defense behind which we can view a cha-
otic world with confidence.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 606)
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That Mr. Norstap, of Oregon, is
hereby elected to the Committee on Me-
morials.

The resolution was agreed to.

LT. COL. JOHN P. MAHER—VETO MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House:

ApPriL 30, 1046.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Bir: The attached sealed envelope indicat-
ing on its face that it contains a message
from the President of the United States, and
addressed to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United Btates, was re-
ceived in the Office of the Clerk on April
26, 1946,

Respectfully yours,
SouTH TRIMELE,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the message.
The Clerk read as follows:

To the House of Representatives:

I return herewith, without my ap-
proval, H. R. 1264, “An act for the relief
of Lt. Col. John P. Maher, Field Artillery
Reserve, Army of the United States.”

The purpose of this bill is to pay the
sum of $201.74 to Lt. Col. John P. Maher
in full satisfaction of all claims against
the United States for reimbursement of
a portion of the cost of transporting his
wife and two minor children from
Brownsville, Tex., to West Point, N. Y.

It appears that Colonel Maher, whose
home was in Brownsville, Tex., had been
on permanent duty in Washington, D. C,,
for a period of 9 months imnrediately
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prior to July 26, 1942, when he was or-
dered to a new permanent-duty station
‘at the United States Military Academy.
West Point, N. ¥. It further appears
that during the period of his duty in
Washington, Colonel Maher's wife and
two minor children remained in Browns-
ville, but that shortly after Colonel Maher
reached his new station at West Point
his family joined him there and that the
cost to Colonel Maher of transporting his
family from Brownsville to West Point
was approximately $233.15.

Section 12 of the act of June 16, 1942
(56 Stat. 364), provides that when an
Army officer is ordered to make a per-
manent change of station the United
States shall furnish transportation for
his dzpendents to his new station, and
that if the cost of such transportation
exceeds that for transportation of his de-
pendents from the officer’s old station to
his new station, then such excess cost
shall be paid by the officer. Under this
statute, Colonel Maher was properly re-
imbursed in the amount of $31.41, the
cost of transporting his dependents from
his old permanent-duty station at Wash-
ington, D. C., to his new permanent-duty
station at West Point, N. Y.

Colonel Maher's claim for an addi-
tional amount to cover the cost of trans-
porting his dependents frcm Browns-
ville, Tex., appears to be based upon the
provisions of section 4 (b) of the act of
June 5, 1942 (56 Stat. 315), which au-
thorizes the transportation of an officer’s
dependents at Government expense from
any location designated by the officer to
his new duty station when the officer’s
former duty station was located in a zone
which had been closed to the dependents
of military personnel by the Secretary
of War for military reasons or because
Government guarters for such depend-
ents were not available. At a number of
the places within the country where mil-
itary personnel are necessarily stationed
in wartime the Government does not
maintain quarters adequate to house the
dependents of all of its military person-
nel. Nevertheless, this fact alone does
not enlarge the Government's statutory
obligation to furnish transportation for
the dependents of the personnel sta-
tioned at such places, nor does it em-
power an Army officer who is ordered to
duty at such a place tc make his own de-
termination that, because Government
quarters for his dependents are not
available there, he is entitled upon ter-
minating his services at that station to
have his dependents moved at Govern-
ment expense from any location that he
may designate to his next permanent
duty station. As construed by the
Comptroller General the act of June 5,
1942, calls for a determination by the
Secretary of War, not only that Govern-
ment quarters are not available for the
dependents of military personnel at a
given station but also that their depend-
ents should not be permitted to accom-
pany military personnel to that station,
in order to entitle such personnel to
compensation for the cost of transport-
ing their dependents from other loca-
tions to their next permanent duty sta-
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tions. The movement of the dependents
of military personnel into Washington
has never been forbidden by the Secre-
tary of War under that act.

Undoubtedly, a great many of the
Army officers who, for various periods of
time, have been stationed in Washington
during the war have found it either im-
practicable or inconvenient to move their
dependents to Washington because of the
inadequacy of the available housing
facilities here. To attempt to rectify all
of the individual cases of hardship and
inequity resulting to officers and em-
ployees of the United States from the dis-
locations of wartime conditions would
commit the Government to a program
impossible of fulfillment. Colonel Maher
has been reimbursed for the cost of
transporting his dependents in the full
amount to which he is entitled under the
general statutes which are available
equally to him and to his fellow officers
who are similarly situated. For the Gov-
ernment now to grant him additional
compensation through special legislation
such as this bill would be discriminatory
and contrary to the public interest. I
am, therefore, constrained to withhold
my approval from the bill.

HARRY S. TRUMAN.
THE WaHITE HOUSE, April 25, 1946.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal, and, without objection, the
bill and message will be referred to the
Committee on Claims and ordered to be
printed.

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. KEFAUVER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
stat;ment by Lt. Comdr. Clarence Kol-
wyck.

MAJ. EDWARD A. ZAJ—VETO MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., April 30, 19486.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Sm: The attached sealed envelope indicat-
ing on its face that it contains a message
from the President of the United States, and
addressed to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives of the United States, was
received In the Office of the Clerk on April
26, 1946. /

Respectfully yours,
SoUTH TRIMBLE,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will read
the message.
The Clerk read as follows:

To the House of Representatives:

I return herewith, without my ap-
proval, H. R. 1980, Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, “An act for the relief of Maj. Ed-
ward A, Zaj.”

The purpose of the enactment is to
relieve Maj. Edward A. Zaj of all liability
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to refund to the United States any
amount for which he is accountable be-
cause of the loss through theft during the
invasion of Sicily of one thousand nine
hundred dollars ($1,900) in United States
invasion currency which had been en-
trusted to his care, and to authorize the
Secretary of the Treasury to pay to him
so much of such sum as has been re-
funded to the United States by him,
through deductions from his pay or oth-
erwise, prior to date of above enactment.

Maj. Edward A. Zaj, Five Hundred
and Fifth Parachute Infantry, was a
class B finance officer for Lt. Col. Wil-
liam E. Johnson, finance department,
and in such capacity was entrusted with
five thousand dollars ($5,000). On July
30, 1943, Major Zaj, accompanied by an-
other officer, was touring through Sicily
in an Army reconnaissance car to requi-
sition or buy furniture or other articles
for the comfort of his regiment. On this
trip they made three stops, both officers
leaving the car and dispatch case con-
taining $1,900 in invasion currency un-
guarded during their absence therefrom.
The loss of the dispatch case and money
was not discovered until the officers re-
turned from the tour.

A board of officers was appointed to
investigate the loss of $1,900 as well as
$2,690 lost by Major Zaj while making
a combat parachute jump. This board
recommended that Major Zaj be not held
responsible for the loss of $2,690 but that
he should be held pecuniarily responsible
for the $1,900 as he was guilty of negli-
gence in not properly safeguarding same.

Major Zaj in testifying before the board
admitted that he forgot about the $1,900
and confessed to possible negligence in
connection therewith, but pleaded leni-
ency in view of the stress of existing
conditions.

Officers in the Army are expected to
exercise a high degree of care in safe-
guarding funds entrusted to them, but
it is not expected that they should be
held accountable for losses occurring
through circumstances beyond their con-
trol. The loss of $1,900 was not due to
any circumstances beyond the control of
Major, Zaj, but, on the contrary, was
directly attributable to his negligence in
leaving the money unguarded. Ap-
proval of the bill would have the effect
of granting benefits to Major Zaj which
are denied to others where the facts are
similar. There are no circumstances
present in this case which would warrant
singling it out for preferential treat-
ment to the discrimination of numerous
similar cases. Furthermore, the ulti-
mate effect of relieving officers guilty of
such negligence in handling funds en-
trusted to their keeping will be to weaken
the controls which are essential in safe-
guarding public funds. I am, therefore,
constrained to withhold my approval
from the bill.

Harry S. TRUMAN.

TrHE WHITE HOUSE, April 26, 1946.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal, and the message and ac-
companying bill referred to the Commit-
tee on War Claims and ordered printed.
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DAVE TOPPER—VETO MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., April 30, 1946.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives,

Bir: The attached sealed envelope indicat-
ing on its face that it contains a message
from the President of the United States, and
addressed to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives of the United States, was
received in the Office of the Clerk on April
28, 1916,

Respectfully yours,
TRIMBLE,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the message.
The Clerk read as follows:

To the House of Representatives:

I return herewith, without my ap-
proval, H. R. 2062, a bill for the relief of
Dave Topper of Toledo, Ohio. Under
H. R. 2062, the Secretary of the Treasury
would be authorized to pay to Mr. Topper
the sum of $2,014.88 in compensation for
an alleged loss sustained by Mr. Topper
in connection with the resale of 44 sur-
plus motorcycles purchased by him from
the Treasury Department on November
9, 1844, According to the bill, Mr. Top-
per's loss reculted from the establish-
ment by the Administrator of the Office
of Price Administration on December 2,
1944, of a ceiling price upon used motor-
cycles from which the alleged inability
to resell for a reasonable profit and the
alleged loss of $2,014.88 resulted.

The proposed bill loses sight of the fact
that MPR 569, which was issued by the
Office of Price Administration on Decem-
ber 2, 1944, and which set the resale
prices causing the alleged loss by Dave
Topper, did not become effective until
January 15, 1945, with regard to any
sales of used motorcycles purchased prior
to the enactment of the regulation. An
opportunity was thus afforded Mr. Top-
per to sell the motorcycles in question
without the application of the ceiling
prices set in MPR 569 prior to January
15, 1945. Moreover, the regulation pro-
vided fo rspecial relief even in case Mr.
Topper should have been unable to dis-
pose of the motorcycle before January
15, 1945. Under section 8 (b) of the
regulation, any purchaser of used motor-
cycles from the United States Govern-
ment was granted permission, in case the
regulation did not permit him a fair
margin of profit, to apply for a special
maximum price to the Office of Price
Administration. Mr. Topper failed to
avail himself both of the opportunity to
resell before January 15 and of the spe-
cial administrative relief available to him
and any other purchaser of used motor-
cycles from the United States Govern-
ment under section 8 (b) of MPR 569.

It would appear inappropriate to enact
piecemeal legislation for the benefit of a
particular person for the purpose of com-
pensating him for an alleged business loss
which cculd and should have been
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averted by timely resort to administra-
tive remedies.
Accordingly, I am constrained to with-
hold approval of this legislation.
HarrY S. TRUMAN.
Tae WaiTE HOUSE, April 26, 1946.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal, and the message and accom-~
panying bill referred to the Committee
on Claims and ordered printed.

VETO MESSAGE FROM THE FRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES—MARY G. PAUL

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House, which was read:

ArriL 30, 1946.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Sir: The attached sealed envelope indicat-
ing on its face that it contains a message
from the President of the United States, and
addressed to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives of the United States, was re-
TS;‘,&N in the office of the Clerk on April 28,

Respectfully yours,
SouTH TRIMBLE,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the message.
The Clerk read as follows:

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith, without my
approval, H. R. 3003, Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, “An act for the relief of Mary G.
Paul.”

The purpose of this bill is to waive the
limitations of time in sections 15 to 20,
inclusive, of the act entitled “An act to
provide compensation for employees of
the United States suffering injuries while
in the performance of their duties, and
for other purposes,” approved Septem-
ber 7, 1916, as amended, in favor of Mary
G. Paul, Albuquerque, N. Mex., and to
authorize and direct the consideration of
her claim by the United States Employ-
ees’ Compensation Commission on ac-
count of disability allegedly resulting
from her having contracted tuberculosis
while employed as a nurse by the Vet-
erans’ Administration between April
1926 and June 13, 1944,

The records of the Veterans’ Admin-
istration indicate that Mrs. Mary G. Paul
was employed as a nurse in various vet-
erans’ hospitals during three terms of
employment, extending from March 1926
to June 13, 1944, with brief intervals be-
tween the several terms.

Similar bills have been enacted for
other former Government employees
who failed to file a claim for benefits of
the Employees’ Compensation Act with-
in the statutory period, in order that
their cases might be considered on their
merits. However, these bills generally
provide that any benefits which may be
found due will not accrue prior to the
approval of the legislation. The absence

of such a provision from the bill in ques-

tion would result in retroactive pay-
ments, in the event Mrs. Paul’s claim
were allowed. There are no circum-
stances in Mrs. Paul’s case which justify
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this discriminatory treatment. Enact-
ment of the bill would serve as a prece-
dent for similar action in cases which
have heretofore been adjudicated as well
as in future cases.

For the foregoing reasons I am con-
sgrained to withhold approval of H. R.
3003.

Aprin 26, 1946.

The SPEAKER. The objection of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal, and the message and ac-
companying bill referred to the Com-
mittee on Claims and ordered printed.

VETO OF PRIVATE CLAIMS BILLS

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr, Speaker, I
have listened with a great deal of interest
to the veto messages, which were read
by the Clerk,

I rise at this time for the purpose of
stating to the House that as a member
of the Committee on Claims—and most
of these messages are directed at the
action of the Committee on Claims—I
cannot accede to the proceedings that
have been taken. In other words, I
want the Recorp to show that while I
speak only for myself, I can assure the
Members of this House that I am famil-
iar with the procedure that leads up to
a veto. With all the respect in the world
for those in authority, I think probably
some who have counseled the veto have
either misinformed themselves or have
been misinformed.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PITTENGER. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. The gentleman has
been a member of the Claims Committee
for many years, has he not?

Mr. PITTENGER. Yes.

Mr, CHURCH. How many?

Mr. PITTENGER. I have been on the
Claims Committee about 14 years now.

Mr. CHURCH. And a very distin-
guished member of that committee.

Mr, PITTENGER. And I want to say
this last bill that was vetoed was thor-
oughly discussed to my knowledge by
the committee. I am sure that if the
fact had been properly presented to the
White House the action of the distin-
guished members of the Claims Commit-
tee on the majority side would not have
been repudiated.

It is proper to note, Mr. Speaker, that
the majority of the members of the
Claims Committee are Democrats. The
chairman is a Democrat. I am one of
the minority members of that committee.
I can say frankly, however, that so far
as I know, that committee has never
considered a claims bill along party lines.
We do not ask the party affiliation of
the Member of Congress who infroduces
a claims bill. Politics has nothing to do
with the action the Claims Committee

HarRrY S. TRUMAN.
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takes on these measures. This commit-
tee considers bills or claims against the
Government where the claimant has no
legal rights in the courts. The commit-
tee will not consider a bill if there is a
remedy elsewhere. The action of the
committee is based on considerations of
equity, justice, and fairness. I repeat
that political issues do not enter into the
situation.

The Committee on Claims always re-
quests the particular Government de-
partment, involved in the matter, for a
report as to what the head of the de-
partment thinks about the facts and the
merits of the particular claim. This
courtesy is always extended.

Then, when the Committee on Claims
holds its meeting these reports are read
and the committee exercises the con-
gressional jurisdiction to decide whether
or not the claim ought to be favorably
considered, or whether it cught to be re-
Jected.

I am happy to say that some very able
Members of Congress are serving on that
committee. I am equally constrained to
remark that some of the department
heads, as well as their subordinates who
recommended to the White House a veto
message, have overlooked some of this
simple procedure that I have outlined.

Where Congress has acted fairly and
honestly and independently on these
bills a veto message should not be in
order except for most urgenf{ reasons.
In scme of these messages we have just
heard, those urgent reasons do not sug-
gest themselves.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. STEWART, in-
definitely, on account of illness.

SENATE RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

A joint resolution and a concurrent
resolution of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
- follows:

8.J. Res. 84. Joint resolution sauthorizing
the erection in the District of Columbia of a
statue of Nathan Hale; to the Committee on
the Library.

5. Con. Res. 60. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the Senate Committee on Inter-
state Commerce to have printed for its use
additional copies of hearings held before said
committee on 8. 1253, Beventy-ninth Con-
gress, relative to modification of railroad
financial structures; to the Committee on
Printing.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the
Committee ¢n Enrolled Bills, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a joint resolution of
the House of the following title, which
was thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.J.Res. 333. Joint resolution to provide
for the reappointment of Dr. Vannevar Bush
as citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Bmithsonian Institution,

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS FPRE-
SENTED TO THE FRESIDENT

Mr. ROGERS of New York, from the
Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that that committee did on the follow-
ing dates present to the President, for
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his approval, bills and joint resolutions
of the House of the following titles:
On April 19, 1946:

H.R.4806. An act to provide for payment
of travel allowances and transportation and
for transportation of dependents of mem-
bers of the military and naval forces, and
for other purposes; and

H. J.Res, 242. Joint resolution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the fiscal year
1946 to pay increased compensation author-
ized by law to officers and employees of sun-
dry Federal and other agencles,

On April 22, 1946:

H.R.5400. An act making apprcpriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, for
civil functions administered by the War De-
partment, and for other purposes; and

H. J.Res, 331. Joint resolution to authorize
suitable participation by the United States
in the observance of the two hundredth an-
niversary of the founding of Princeton Uni-
versity.

THE LATE CHIEF JUSTICE HARLAN FISKE
STONE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication which was
read by the Clerk:

SuPREME COURT oF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, D. C., April 27, 1946.
Hon. Sam RAYBURN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Sir: I am directed by the Supreme Court
of the United States to notify the House of
Representatives, through you, that the Chief
Justice of the United States died in this city
on Monday, April 22, at 6:456 p. m.

I have the honor to be

Yours very respectively,
Huteo L. BuacK,
Senior Assoctate Justice, Acting Chief
Justice of the United States.

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that during the recess of the
House the Speaker designated the fol-
lowing Members to attend the funeral of
the late Chief Justice Stone: Mr. TOLAN,
Mr. CravENs, Mr. KErFAUVER, Mr. HaNCOCK,
Mr. MicHENER, and Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection. -

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker,
prior to moving the adoption of a res-
olution I shall offer I desire to make a
few remarks in connection with the pass-
ing of the Honorable Harlan Fiske Stone,
late Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
of the United States. It was with pro-
found sorrow that I read, during the
recent adjournment of the House, of his
death.

The death of Chief Justice Stone was
felt very keenly by Americans through-
out the entire country. It is with pro-
found sorrow that I shall offer shortly
the resolution which will be adopted by
the House officially expressing the sor-
row of the House on the death of this
great jurist, this great American. For
22 years the late Chief Justice served
with outstanding distinction our coun-
try and our people as an associate mem-
ber of the Court and as Chief Justice
of the greatest judicial tribunal of our
country and of the entire world.
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The Supreme Court has gained added
prestige and strength as the result of
the service of Chief Justice Stone. The
late Harlan Fiske Stone lived up to the
greatest traditions of the Court and he
will go down in history as one of its out-
standing Chief Justices. He always ad-
hered to the pathway of judicial great-
ness. His human qualities were always
evident.

As Chief Justice, let me repeat, he
lived up to the highest traditions of the
Supreme Court and of the great Chief
Justices who had preceded him; one of
whom, fortunately, is living today, a man
whom all Americans profoundly respect,
Hon. Charles Evans Hughes. Chief Jus-
tice Stone during his services on that
bench, both as Associate Justice and as
Chief Justice, lived up to the highest
ideals of the Supreme Court. He has left
an indelible imprint on the judicial pages
of our country.

Before that Court comes the great
constitutional questions for final action
and decision. Those constitutional ques-
tions that confront our people are fin-
ally solved by that great Court. Ours is
a constitutional government made up of
three separate and coordinate branches
of government, the legislative, executiive,
and judicial.

The fundamental law of our country
is our written Constitution. The inter-
pretation of that Constitution in rela-
tion to the protection of the rights of the
individual, the interpretation of legisla-
tion passed by the Congress, and on cer-
tain occasions passed by the several leg-
islatures in connection with the Federal
Constitution, rests in the final analysis
with the Supreme Court of the United
States. To that Court the people of the
United States have always looked as the
final refuge, the final place, yes, the bul-
wark, for the protection of our liberties,
in case emotionalism should obtain in
the legislative and executive branches,
temporarily bringing about an inflamed
state of mind.

The framers of our Constitution gave
to the judiciary of the United States a
position of independence by providing
for appointments for life subject to good
behavior. I have always felt that that
system was the best and the safest in
order to bring about that independence
of judicial actions and decision so neces-
sary to assure protection of the consti-
tutional rights of even the most humble
citizen.

We have been very fortunate in having
as members of that Court, and particu-
larly as Chief Justices, men who recog-
nized that the Constitution could not be
made into a strait-jacket; that certain
problems confronting us today could
never be contemplated by those who
framed the Constitution. There was,
accordingly, lodged in the Supreme
Court the power of final decision, in
accordance with existing conditions, and
having in mind the spirit and intent of
the Constitution, to apply the Constitu-
tion in a sound but flexible manner so
that the Constitution itself would become
a living organism of service to the people,
and not to place any particular genera-
tion of Americans in a strait-jacket.
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It has been well said, and I agree,
that amendments to our Constitution
have been made more frequently by the
Supreme Court in its interpretation of
the Constitution with reference to its
application to the circumstances that
confront a particular generation of
Americans than by direct action of the
Congress itself and ratification by the
several States of the Union. It is well
that it has been so.

To summarize this thought of mine,
the Constitution has been made a work-
able instrument, instead of becoming a
strait-jacket, through the Supreme Court
itself. We have had some great Chief
Justices at particular periods of our his-
tory when constitutional questions were
very keen and intense who lifted them-
selves to greatness with their decisions.
They looked ahead, with their minds and
eyes forward. Those men and their as-
sociates have developed in the minds of
the American people a deep and abiding
faith in the courts of our country, and
particularly in the greatest tribunal of
all, the Supreme Court itself. As has
been true in past decades and genera-
tions, that has been due to the leader-
ship of the Chief Justices, at a particu-
lar time when constitutional questions
existed that were very intense in their
nature, when people were divided, and
those constitutional gquestions were
solved in the best interest of our country.
So during the present generation have
similar constitutional questions arisen.
Under the leadership of Chief Justice
Hughes, now in retirement, and the late
Chief Justice Stone, the Supreme Court
has been given a leadership that places
both of those men in the ranks of the
greatest of Chief Justices of the Supreme
Court.

The late Chief Justice Stone has done
his duty. He has made his contributions.
His place, particularly in the judicial his-
tory of the United States, is made for all
times. As a man he has left his imprint
on his fellow man. As an American he
has also left his imprint in the pages of
history of our country. The light from
the candle of the life of Harlan Fiske
Stone will shine on forever. I know I
express the feelings of all my colleagues
when I say that the passing on of Chief
Justice Stone grieves us all and consti-
tutes a great loss to our country.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I desire to join my distinguished
colleague, the able majority leader, in
expressing my personal regref at the
death of our beloved Chief Justice Stone.
It was my privilege to know quite inti-
mately the late Chief Justice Stone for
22 years. I knew him since he first came
here to be Attorney General in the Cabi-
net of Calvin Coolidge. As an Attorney
General, Associate Justice, and as Chief
Justice he brilliantly served his country.
He was an outstanding jurist; possessed
a profound knowledge of the law; and
had the courage to administer the law
fairly and honestly. Chief Justice Stone
had a profoungd faith in the institution of
America and he was a stout defender of
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our constitutional form of government.
He had a profound respect for Congress
as an institution and as a jurist func-
tioned as he believed was the intent of
Congress when it voted legislation,

In this critical period of reconstruc-
tion days America has lost a towering
figure in our national life; a man we
could ill afford to lose. The Supreme
Court has been deprived of an able lead-
er who, to a rare degree, possessed the
faith and confidence of the country.

To the intimate friends of the Chief
Justice, those privileged to share in some
of his few precious hours of relaxation,
his death is a great loss. He was a hu-
mane, kindly man, keenly interested in
all phases of our national life,

He was a really great American in
every sense of the word, and to his good
wife goes our heartfelt sympathy in this
hour of bereavement,

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. KEFAUVER].

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary I join with the distinguished ma-
jority and minority leaders in expressing
profound regret on the passing of Chief
Justice Stone. He was a great Amer-
ican, a most capable jurist and a fine
Christian gentleman.

Sometimes I think that all of the work
and duties of a Chief Justice of the
United States is not appreciated by the
average layman. A Chief Justice not
only has the duty of presiding over the
Supreme Court but also has a very diffi-
cult and important administrative posi-
tion. A part of that position is acting
as chairman of the judicial conference,
which is composed of the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court and of the presid-
ing justices of the ten circuit courts.
The undertaking of that conference is to
consider and either recommend or disap-
prove various legislative suggestions that
are submitted from time to time on mat-
ters that affect the Federal Judiciary.
These matters have to do with the needs
of the courts, rules of procedure, and
various recommended judicial reforms.
The recommendation of the judicial con-
ference is always persuasive to the Judi-
ciary Committees.

It has been my privilege as a mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary,
together with the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. SumneRr], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Hancock], and other members
of the committee, to meet with the judi-
cial conference from time to time, and
observe the very splendid spirit of that
group and its usefulness under the direc-
tion of Chief Justice Stone. He was al-
ways considerate, always patient, always
eager to get the point of view of the other
fellow in these various conferences. The
relationship between the Judiciary Com-
mittees of the Senate and the House of
Representatives and the Supreme Court
during the years during which Chief Jus-
tice Stone presided over the Supreme
Court were very courteous and coopera-
tive. We had informal sessions from
time to time. I know that every mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committees of the
Congress had the profoundest respect
and admiration for the late Chief Justice.
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CHURCH].

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I have
not only appeared before the Supreme
Court when it was presided over by Chief
Justice Stone but I have also had the
pleasure of taking early morning walks
with him as a neighbor here in Wash-
ington. In his passing, Mr, Speaker, the
Nation has lost a distinguished leader
and jurist. I have lost a real and genial
friend.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a resolution (H. Res. 607).

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrow of the death of the Honor-
able Harlan Fiske Stone, Chief Justice of the
United States.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and to the
Bupreme Court and transmit a copy of the
same to the afflicted family of the illustrious
dead.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
the House do now adjourn.

ADJOURNMENT

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p. m.) the House adjourned until
tomorrow, Wednesday, May 1, 1946, at
12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Sub-
committee on Commerce and Trade of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, at 10 o’clock a. m., May 1,
1946.

Business to be considered: Public hear-
ing on H. R. 4871 and S. 1367, providing
for three additional Assistant Cecretaries
of Agriculture. Secretary Wallace will
be the first witness.

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS

Schedule for the closing days of hear-
ings on the omnibus river and harbor
authorization bill is as follows:

(Wednesday and Thursday, May 1 and 2)

Tombigbee-Tennessee Rivers.

(Friday, May 3)
Cumberland River, Ky. and Tenn.
Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint

Rivers, Ga. and Fla.

Schuylkill River, Pa., deepening of
channel.

Illinois River, small boat harbor at
Peoria, Ill.

San Diego Harbor and Mission Bay,
Calif.

Columbia River, from Vancouver,
Wash., to The Dalles, Oreg.

(Monday and Tuesday, May 6 and 7)

Big Sandy River, Tug and Levisa
Forks, Va., W. Va., and Ky.

(Wednesday and Thursday, May 8 and 9)

Arkansas River, Ark. and Okla.

COMMITTEE ON INVALID PENSIONS

There will be a public hearing before
the Committee on Invalid Pensions at
10:30 a. m., on Tuesday, May T, 1946, in
the committee hearing room, 247 Old
House Office Building, on H. R. 3908, en-
titled: “A bill to provide increased pen-
sions to members of the Regular Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard
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who become disabled by reason of their
service therein during other than a period
of war,” which was introduced by Rep-
resentative LEsinski, of Michigan.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1222. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriation for the fis-
cal year 1947, In the amount of $84,454,200,
for the Department of Labor (H. Doc. No.
534); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ocrdered to be printed.

1223. A letter from the President, United
States Civil Service Commission, transmitting
a draft of a proposed bill to further amend
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended; to
bring about uniformity and coordination in
the allocation of field and departmental posi-
tions under the grades of the Classification
Act of 1923, as amended, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Civil Service.

1224. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to section 16
of the Organic Act of the Virgin Islands of
the United States, approved June 22, 1936, one
copy each of various legislation passed by the
- Municipal Council of 8t. Thomas and St. John
and by the Legislative Assembly of the Virgin
Islands; to the Committee on Insular Affairs.

1225. A letter from the adjutant general,
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States, transmitting the proceedings of the
Forty-sixth National Encampment of the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States,
held in Chicago, Ill.,, October 2 to 4, 1845
(H. Dge. No. 540); to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs and ordered to be printed with
illustrations.

1226, A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill to provide for the payment of members
of the military and naval forces of the United
States who enter or reenter civilian employ-
ment of the United States, its Territories, or
possessions, or of the District of Columbia,
while in military-pay status prior to assign-
ment to active duty; to the Committee on the
Civil Service.

1227. A letter from the President, Board of
Commissioners, District of Columbia, trans-
mitting a draft of a proposed bill to authorize
certain administrative expenses in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes,
which they request be introduced and en-
acted into law; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

1228, A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill to authorize the United States Park Police
to make arrests within Federal reservations
in the environs of the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

1229. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting
three statements constituting a report on the
progress of the liquidation of Federal rural
1ehabilitation projects; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

1230. A letter from the Secretary of the
Federal Prison Industries, Inc., transmitting
the Annual Report of the Director of the
Federal Prison Industries, Inc., for the fiscal
year 1945; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

1231. A letter from Fred M. Vinson, manag-
ing trustee, Board of Trustees of the Federal
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund,
‘ransmitting the Sixth Annual Report of the
Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund; to the Com=-
mittee on Ways and Means.

1232, A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the report
cf the Federal Trade Commission entitled
“Wholesale Baking Industry, Part I: Waste in
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the Distribution of Bread"” (H. Doc. No. 535);
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce and ordered to be printed with
illustrations.

1233. A letter from the Secretary, the
American National Theater and Academy,
transmitting the Annual Report for 1945 of
the American National Theater and Academy;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1234. A letter from the Becretary of the
Navy, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill
to amend further the Pay Readjustment
Act of 1942, as amended; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

1235. A letter from the Director, Selective
SBervice System, transmitting a list of the
selective-service registrants of inductible age
occupationally deferred by the local boards of
the system as of April 1, 1946, because of their
employment in or under the Federal Govern-
ment; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

1236. A letter from the Director, Office of
Contract Settlement, transmitting the sev-
enth quarterly progress report of the Office
of Contract Settlement; entitled “War Con-
tract Terminations and Settlements”; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1237. A letter from the Acting Secretary,
Department of State, transmitting three
capies of the first report to the Congress of the
Department of State on the disposal of United
States surplus property in foreign areas; to
the Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Departments.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H. R. 2325. A bill to extend the bene-
fits of the Emergency Officers’ Retirement Act
of May 24, 1928, to officers honorably dis-
charged from the Army under Public, No. 259,
Bixty-seventh Congress, June 30, 1922; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1962). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. ANDREWS of New York: Committee on
Military Affairs. H., R. 6035. A bill to pro-
vide that there shall be no liability for acts
done or omitted in accordance with regula-
tions of the Director of Selective Service, and
for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1963). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. 8.
997. An act for the relief of Aldona Kojas;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1964). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. 8.
1442, An act for the relief of George O.
Weems; without amendment (Rept. No. 1965).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. PITTENGER: Committee on Claims.
5. 1742. An act for the relief of the Socony-
Vacuum Oil Co.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1966). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. 8.
1747. An act for the relief of John C. Spargo;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1067). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr, McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. 8.
1812. An act to provide reimbursement for
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personal property lost, damaged, or destroyed
as the result of explosions at the naval am-
munition depot, Hastings, Nebr., on April 6,
1944, and September 15, 1944; without amend-
mert (Rept. No. 1968). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. 8.
1932. An act conferring jurisdiction upon
the United States District Court for the East-
ern District of South Carolina to hear, deter-
mine, and render judgment upon the claim
of the board of trustees of the Saunders
Memorial Hospital; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1969). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House,

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims.
H: R. 6110: A bill for the relief of Eleanor
J. Griggs, Dorothy L. Griggs, and Vernon M.
Griggs; with amendment (Rept. No. 1970).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House. ;

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: Committee on
Claims. H. R. 3967. A bill for the relief of
Ahto Walter, Lucy Walter, and Teddy Walter;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1971). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims.
H. R. 6227. A bill for the relief of sundry
claimants, and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1972). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House. .

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, commit-
tees were discharged from the considera-
tion of the following bills, which were
referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 5404) for the relief of Ed-
ward B. Massie; Committee on Pensions dis-
charged, and referred to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

A bill (H. R. 6106) for the relief of Mrs.
Dora Catherine Stab; Committee on Pensions
discharged, and referred to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. AUCHINCLOSS:

H.R.6219. A bill to authorize the Com-
mandant of the United States Coast Guard
to accept enlistments of certain individuals
for duty at lifeboat stations during the year
1946; to the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr, ENGLE of California:

H. R. 6220. A bill to amend the act of July
1, 1944, relating to contract settlement; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOOK:

H. R.6221. A hill to further the conserva-
tion and proper use of publicly and privately
owned forest lands, and for other purposes;
to the Cymmittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LARCADE:

H.R. 6222, A bill to extend the times for
commeneing and completing the construc-
tion of a bridge across the Calcasieu River at
or near Lake Charles, La.; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MAY:

H.R. 6223. A bill to authorize the Depart-
ment of Highways of the States of Kentucky
and West Virginia to construct, maintain,
and operate a free highway bridge across the
Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River at or near
Williamson, W. Va.; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. »

H.R. 6224. A bill to amend the act of July
1, 1944, relating to contract settlement; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPENCE:

H. R. 6225. A bill to provide for control and

regulation of bank holding companies, and
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for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.
By Mr. BARTLETT:

H.R.6226. A bill to transfer part of block
90 and the school building thereon of Peters-
burg town site, Alaska, used for school pur-
poses, to the town of Petersburg, Alaska; to
the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. GEARHART:

H. R. 6228. A bill to authorize the payment
by the United States of.sums in lieu of taxes
on certain land acquired in connection with
the guayule rubber project; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R.6229. A bill to authorize the transfer
without charge to the States, and political
subdivisions thereof, of any interest of the
United States in public works acquired under
the act of October 14, 1940, as amended; to
the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia:

H.R.6230. A bill to amend the Criminal
Code by making unlawful the exaction of
tribute or royalties from the production of
articles in commerce and to prohibit coercive
practices affecting such production, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MANASCO:

H.J.Res. 344. Joint resolution providing
for studies by the Secretaries of Agriculture
and Commerce of agricultural problems
which will result from the unprecedented
demands on domestic production to alleviate
hunger in other countries; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. SABATH:

H. Res. 608. Resolution to authorize an in-
vestigation of the meat-packing industry and
its afilliated lobbies; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. HARTLEY:

H. Res. 609. Resolution favoring a tem-
porary peace agreement with Italy; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXTII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the Territory of Alaska memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the
United States that a vessel be built and
equipped to carry out a 3-year survey of
Alaska's fishery; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXITI, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BARRETT of Wyoming:

H.R. 6231. A bill for the relief of Frank A.

Gorman; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. BARTLETT:

H.R.6232. A bill for the relief of J. P.
Olsen; to the Committee on Claims,

H.R.6233. A bill for the rellef of Stanton
0. Eatchatag and Frederick Katchatag; to
the Committee on Claims.

H.R.6234. A bill for the relief of Andrew
J. Edwards and Harry E. Outwater; to the
Committee on Claims.

H.R.6235. A bill for the relief of Harry
Ambrose, Phillip Madros, and Alfred Silas; to
the Committee on Claims.

H.R.6236. A bill for the relief of James
Aresac and Ralph D. Willoya; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

H.R.6237. A bill for the relief of Albert
Flelschmann; to the Committee on Claims.

H.R 6238, A bill for the relief of Manley V.
Carls; to the Committee on Claims.
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H. R.6239. A bill for the relief of Robert L.
Johnson, Peter Wholecheese, Solomon A.
Tommy, and Charles Hoffman; to the Com-
mittee on Claims,

H.R.6240. A bill for the rellef of Btanley
R. Amarok, Eddie Charles, Jr., Edward A. Barr,
Fred Goodhope, Raphael P. Kupanook, Alfred
B. Frank, Allen W. Hardluck, Martin Cooper,
William K. Sheldon, Clifton Jackson, Jacob
A, Stalker, and George Starbuck; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R.6241. A bill to confer jurisdiction
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine,
and render judgment upon a certain chaim
of John E. Parker, his heirs, administrators,
or assigns, against the United States; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BUCK:

H. R. 6242. A bill for the relief of Anthony

Arancio; to the Committee on Claims,
By Mr. CURTIS:

H.R.6243. A bill for the relief of Lizzle
Reynolds, administratrix of the estate of
Grace Reynolds, deceased; to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. DE LACY:

H.R.6244. A bill for the relief of Kwan
Hon Cheun; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

By Mr. FERNANDEZ:

H.R.6245. A bill for the relief of Mary G.

Paul; to the Committee on Claims,
By Mr. GEARHART:

H.R. 6246. A bill for the relief of Early O.

Hardin; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. HEBERT:

H.R.6247. A bill relating to the natural-
ization of Emanuel Joseph Trovato, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Immi-
Bration and Naturalization.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R. 6248. A bill for the relief of Capital
Office Equipment Co.; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. ENUTSON: .

H.R.6249. A bill for the relief of Rober
Fletcher McCutcheon; to the Committee on
Claims,

By Mr. MALONEY:

H.R.6250. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Elizabeth Theleman Belsom; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr, MANSFIELD of Texas:

H.R.6251. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. George W. Fletcher; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts:

H. R, 6252. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Sybil

L. Jackman; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee:

H.R.6253. A bill for the relief of Mr. and

Mrs. M. C. Lewis; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. O'BRIEN of Illinois:

H. R.6254. A bill for the rellef of Patrick

Burke; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. THOMASON:

H. R. 6255. A bill for the relief of Thomas A,
Beddingfield and his wife, Opal May Bedding-
fleld; to the Committee on Claims.

H.R.6256. A bill for the relief of Henry C.
Ladwig and his wife, Clara Ladwig; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WASIELEWSKI:

H.R. 6267. A, bill for the relief of Mrs,
Kathryn E. Eaton; to the Committee on
Claims.

H.R, 6258. A bill for the rellef of Albert
Anson; to the Committee on Claims,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

1837. By Mr. ANDREWS of New York:
Resolution by United Electrical, Radlo, and
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Machine Workers of America, Local No. 303,
North Tonawanda, N. Y., favoring a loan to
Great Britain; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1838. By Mr. McGREGOR: Petition of the
citizens of Richland County, Ohio, urging
that section 600 (B), (1) and (2), of the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act be imme-
diately annulled, revoked, or repealed and
that the effect of such repeal, annulment, or
revocation be made retroactive to January
1, 1946; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

1839, By Mr, VOORHIS of California: Peti-
tion of Miss Barbara R. Whitney and 252
others, all students at Massachusetts State
College, urging that adequate relief for the
war-devastated areas of the world is essential
for world peace and security, endorsing the
plan of UNRRA, expressing concern that Con-
gress immediately make available any needed
funds for relief purposes, and urging a great
national effort, including rationing if neces-
sary, to enable needed allocation of food
to actually go forward to needy areas; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1840. Also, petition of A, M. Fraser and 99
other citizens of the United States, urging
passage of legislation by Congress (H. J. Res.
325) which would authorize the President
and Secretary of Agriculture to issue direc-
tives preventing the use of grain for beverage
purposes until the world's food shortage is
relieved; to the Committee on Agriculture.

1841, Also, petition of Julia McCarthy and
100 others, citizens of New York State, urging
passage of legislation by Congress (H. J. Res.
8256) which would authorize the President
and Becretary of Agriculture to issue direc-
tives preventing the use of grain for beverage
purposes until the world's food shortage is
relieved; to the Committee on Agriculture.

1842. Also, petition of Robert R. Seidel
and 420 students of Dartmouth College, urg-
ing that adequate relief for the war-devas-
tated areas of the world is essential for world
peace and security, endorsing the plan of
UNRRA, expressing concern that Congress
immediately make avallable any needed funds
for relief purposes, and urging a great na-
tional effort, including rationing if necessary,
to enable needed allocation of food to ac-
tually go forward to needy areas; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs.

1843, Also, petition of E. Stuart Wilson and
178 others, students of Williams College, Wil-
liamstown, Mass., urging that adequate relief
for the war-devastated areas of the world is
essential for world peace and security, en-
dorsing the plan of UNRRA, expressing con-
cern that Congress immediately make avail-
able any needed funds for relief purposes,
and urging a great national effort, including
rationing if necessary, to enable needed al-
location of food to actually go forward to
needy areas; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1844, By the SPEAKER: Petition of Mrs. G.
Skinner, Oakland, Calif., and others, urging
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to continuation of OPA; top the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

1845. Also, petition of the delegates from
the Townsend clubs of the First Congres-
sional Distriet of the State of Florida, urging
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to endorsement of House bills 2229 and
2230; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

1846. Also, petition of J. J. Janzen, Los
Angeles, Calif,, and others, urging considera-
tion of their resolution with reference to
praying for Christian justice; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs, -

1847. Also, petition of the Texas Water Can-
servation Association, urging consideration
of their resolution with reference to the op-
posing passage of House bill 5845; to the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.
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